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By Mr. MONTAGUE: A bill (H. R. 11519) granting a pen-
sion to Annie R. C. Owen ; to'the: Committee on Pensions,

By /Mr. MOREHEAD : A bill (H. R. 11520) granting an in-
erease of pension to Alice A. Minick; to the Committee on In-
-valid Pensions.

By Mr. RAMSHYER: A bill (H. R. 11521),granting a pen-
sion to John Nidy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. REED of New York: A bill (H. R. 11522) ito ratify
«and confirm an extension of lease given by the Seneea Nation
of Indians for the right to excavate sand on the Cattaraugus
Reservation in the Btate of New York; toithe Committee on
Indian Affairs. :

By Mr. SEARS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 11523) authoriz-
ing the redemption by the United States Treasury of 20 war-
savings stamps - (series 1918) now held by Dr. John Mack, of
Omaha, Nebr.; to the Committee on Claims. ¢

Also,a bill (H. R. 11524) refunding to!'Pontus. Hilmer Berg-
strom the.-sum of $100, with interest from December, 1919, be-
ing money expended for an operation from disabilities incurred
while in the naval service; to the Commitiee on War Claims.

By Mr.:SMITH: A bill (H. R. 11525) :granting a pension to
Sadie Humphrey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr, SNELL: A bill (H. R. 11526) granting an increase
of pension to Mary  Campbell; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

"By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R. 11527) ‘granting a 'pension
to Nettie Shaw; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

‘By ‘Mr. S\WHET: A bill (H. R. 11528) granting an increase
of pension to Kate Mounnt; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

JAlso, a bill (H. R.'11529) for the relief of John L. Eveleigh ;
to the Commitftee oni Claims.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A-bill (H. R. 11530) 'granting
a pension to Dorthula E. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. .

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A:bill (H. R.;11531) grant-
ing a pension to Jacob L. Walker; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. ,

By Mr. TILLMAN: A bill (H. R..11532) granting a.pension
to (Linnie Bentley ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a 'bill (H. R. 11533) granting a pension to Mary Ash;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill . (H. R. 11534) granting a pension:to Martha M.
Ellison ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11535) grant-
ing-a pension to Margaret 8. Gossett; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. _

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 11536) granting
an increase of pension to Anna M. McKain; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. 3
. -Also, a bill (H. R. 11537) granting.an inerease of pension
to Catherine Mayer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

. Also,.a bill (H..R. 11538) granting a pension to Robert D.
McCoy ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WOOD: A bill (H. R. 11539) graniing an increase
of pension to Hliza Hatten; to the -Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3400. By Mr. CONNERY : Petition of the board of directors
of the Boston Real Estate Exchange, urging the defeat of
Senate bill 3764 and House bill 11078, which propose the crea-
tion of a rent eommission for the Distriet of Columbia; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

3401. Also, petition of the Massachusetts Trust Co. Associa-
tion, approving the resolution adopted by delegates of the Na-
tional Association of Supervisors of State Banks urging the
elimination of certain parts of section 9 of the Federal reserve
act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

3402. Also, petition of -the Massachusetts Bar Association,
urging the passage of Senafe bill 3363, increasing the salaries
of the Federal judieciary; to the Committee on the Judieciary.

3403. By Mr. FULLER: Petitions of the Rockford (I1L.)
Real Estate Board and the Chicago Real Estate Board, pro-
testing against the passage - of the bills (8. 3764 and H. R.
11078) establishing a permanent rent commission ;-to the Com-
mittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

8404. Also, petitions of the Rotary Club and the Chamber of
Comunerce, both of Peru, Ill, opposing legislation to give the
Banitary District of Chieago the right to continue indefinitely
the pollution of the Illinois River with sewage to the detriment
of the cities and people in the Illinois Valley ; to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors. 2
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3405. By Mr.r GALLIVAN : Petition of ‘executive |committee
of the Massachusetts Trust Co. Association, unanimously ap-
proving the resolution adopted by ‘the delegates of the Na-
‘tional  Association of Supervisors of :State Banks at their
twenty-third annual convention, held ‘at Buffalo, N. Y., on
July 21, 22, and 28, 1924, with regard to the relationship of
State banking system with the Federal reserve system: to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

3406. By Mr. GUYER: Petition of ‘Princeton Post, No. 111,
Department of Kansas, ‘G. "A. R., protesting the passage of
Senate ' bill 684, authorizing ‘the coinage of 50-cent pieces in
commemoration of the commencement on June 18, 1923, of
the work of carving on Stonme Mountain & momument to the
soldiers of ‘the Confederacy; to the Committee on Banking
‘and Currency. 3

3407.'By Mr. KETCHAM : Petition of citizens of Benten
Harbor, "Mich., protesting against Senate bill 3218, providing
for compulsory Sunday observance; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia. ;

‘3408. By 'Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the
Jamaica Community Branch, Young Men's Christian Associa-
tlon of ‘Brooklyn and ' Queens, New York, urging the Foreign
‘Relations ‘Committee of the ‘Senate to report the 'resolution
providing for ‘the participation of the United States in the
World Court on the Harding-Hughes terms so that it may be
E!EE? upon'by 'the whole Senate; to the Commiftee on Foreign

airs. :

3409. By Mr. PEAVEY : Petition of J. 0. Marsh and other
citizens of ‘Superior, Wis., opposing the passage of the com-
pulsory Sunday observance bill (8. 3218) for the District of
Columbia or the enactment of any other religious legislation;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

3410, By Mr. SEGER : Petition of Charles E. Dietz, Thomas
Barbour, -and 70 other. residents iof /Paterson and vicinity,
against passage of Senate bill 3218, compulsory: Sunday observ-
ance bill for the Distriet of Columbia; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

3411. By Mr. TILLMAN : Petition of residents of the State
of Arkansas, opposed to the compulsory Sunday  observance
bill (8. 3218) ; to the Committee on the. District of Columbia.

3412, By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: Petition of Alex
Franz and 36 other residents of Charlotte, Mich., protesting
against the passage of Senate bill 3218, the so-called Sunday
observance bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

SENATE
Moxoay, January 12, 1925
(Legislature day of Monday, January 5, 1925)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock ~meridian, on the expiration
of the recess,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell, *
one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed to the
report of the committee of conferenee on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H. R. 62) to create two judicial districts within the State
of Indiana, the establishment of judicial divisions therein, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Hounse disagreed to
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H, IR 10404) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of Agriculture for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes; re-
quested a conferenee with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. MappEN, Mr. Macee
of New York, Mr. Wasow, Mr, BucHANAN, and Mr. LEE were
appointed managers on the part of the House at the conference,

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Public Printer, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report of the pperations of the Government
Printing Office for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1924, which
was referred to the Committee on Printing,

MEMORIAL

‘Mr, WARREN 'presented a memorial of sundry cifizens of
Medicine ‘Bow, Wyo., remoustrating against the enactment of
any Sunday observance or other religious legislation applicable
to the District of Columbia, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia, :
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JUDICIAL DISTRICTS OF INDIANA—CONFERENCE REPORT
Mr. SHORTRIDGE submitted the following report:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
62) to create two judicial districts in the State of Indiana,
the establishment of judicial divisions therein, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate and agree to the same with an amend-
ment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend-
ments insert the following:

“mhat the State of Indiana shall constitute one judicial
district to be known as the district of Indiana. For the pur-
pose of holding terms of court the district shall be divided into
seven divisions constituted as follows: The Indianapolis divi-
glon, which shall include the territory embraced within the
counties of Bartholomew, Boone, Brown, Clinton, Decatur,
Delaware, Fayette, Fountain, Franklin, Hamilton, Hancock,
Hendricks, Henry, Howard, Johnson, Madison, Marion, Mon-
roe, Montgomery, Morgan, Randolph, Rush, Shelby, Tipton,
Union, and Wayne; the Fort Wayne division, which shall in-
clude the territory embraced within the counties of Adams,
Allen, Blackford, De Kalb, Grant, Huntington, Jay, Lagrange,
Noble. Steuben, Wells, and Whitley; the South Bend division,
which shall include the territory embraced within the counties
' of Case, Elkhart, Fulton, Kosciusko, La Porte, Marshall, Miami,
Pulaski, St. Joseph, Starke, and Wabash ; the Hammond divi-
sion, which shall include the territory embraced within the
counties of Benton, Carroll, Jasper, Lake, Newton, Porter,
Tippecanoe, Warren, and White; the Terre Haute division,
which shall include the territory embraced within the counties
‘of Clay, Greene, Knox, Owen, Parke, Putnam, Sullivan, YVer-
milion, and Vigo; the Evansville division, which shall include
the territory embraced within the counties of Daviess, Dubois,
Gibson, Martin, Perry, Pike, Posey, Spencer, Vanderburg, and
Warrick: the New Albany division, which ghall include the
territory embraced within the counties of Clark, Crawford,
Dearborn, Floyd, Harrison, Jackson, Jefferson, Jennings, Law-
rence, Ohio, Orange, Ripley, Scott, Switzerland, and Wash-
ington. 4

“ §go. 2, That except as hereinafter in this section provided
terms of the district court for the Indianapolis division shall
be held at Indianapolis on the first Mondays of May and
November of each year; for the Fort Wayne division, at Fort
Wayne on the first Mondays of June and December of each
year ; for the South Bend division, at South Bend on the second
Mondays of June and December of each year; for the Ham-
mond division, at Hammond on the first Mondays of January
and July of each year; for the Terre Haute division, at Terre
Haute on the first Mondays of April and Oectober of each year;
for the Evansville division, at Evansville on the second Mon-
days of April and October of each year; for the New Albany
division, at New Albany on the third Mondays of April and
October of each year. When the time fixed as above for the
sitting of the court shall fall on a Sunday or a legal holiday,
the term shall begin upon the next following day not a Sunday
or a legal holiday. Terms of the district court shall not be
limited to any particular number of days, nor shall it be neces-
gary for any term to adjourn by reason of the intervention of
a term of court elsewhere; but the term about to commence in
another division may be postponed or adjourned over until the
business of the court in session is concluded.

« Qpc. 3. That the President of the United States be, and is
hereby. authorized and directed by, and with the advice and
consent of the Senate to appoint an additional district judge
for the district of Indiana, who shall reside in said distriet,
and whose term of office, compensation, duties, and powers
shall be the same as now provided by law for the judge of said
distriet.

“ Qpe. 4. That the clerk of the court for the district shall
maintain an office in charge of himself or a deputy at Indian-
apolis, Fort Wayne, South Bend, Hammond, Terre Haute,
Evansville, and New Albany. Such offices shall be kept open
at all times for the transaction of the business of the court.
Bach deputy clerk shall keep in his office full records of all
actions and proceedings of the district court held at the place
in which the office is located.

“ Qg 5. A judge of the District Court for the District of In-
'diana may, in his discretion, cause jurors te be summoned for
a petit jury in eriminal cases, from the division in which the
cause is to be tried or from an adjoining division, and cause

jurors for a grand jury to be summoned from such parts of
the district as he shall from time to time direct. A grand jury
summoned to attend a term of such court may investigate, and
find an indictment or make a presentment for, any crime or
offense committed in the district, whether or not the erime or
ogsilime was committed in the division in which the jury is in
gession,

“ Sgc. 6. That either party in a civil or criminal proceeding
in said district may apply to the court in term or to a judge
thereof in vacation for a change of venue from the division
where a suit or proceeding has been instituted to an adjoining
division and the court in its discretion, or the judge in his dis-
cretion, may grant such a change.”

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to authorize the ap-
pointment of an additional district judge in and for the district
of Indiana and to establish judicial divisions therein, and for
other purposes.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

SaMvUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

R. P. ERNST,

Lee 8. OVERMAN,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

GEo. 8. GRAHAM,

Axprew J. HICKEY,

Harrox W. SUMNERS,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. WATSON, I ask that the Senate now agree to the
conference report.

The report was agreed to.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. HALE:

A bill (8. 3915) granting an increase of pension to Ellen L.
Goodwin (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. HARRELD :

A bill (8. 8916) granting an increase of pension to Mary L.
Palmer; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FRAZIER:

A bill (8. 391T) granting an increase of pension to Mary M.
Croft; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, COPELAND:

A Dbill (8. 3918) authorizing the use of cancellation dies by
philanthropic and charitable associations; to the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads.

PROPOSED BUREAU OF COAL ECONOMICS

Mr. ODDIE submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (8. 179) to establish a department of mines,
and for other purposes, which was referred to the Committee
on Mines and Mining and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT TO TURGENT DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. McNARY submitted an amendment propesing to appro-
priate $8,000 for Indian school, Chemawa, Salem, Oreg., in-
tended to be proposed by him to House bill 11308, the urgent
deficiency appropriation bill, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

LANDS FOR NAVAL PURPOSES

Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 8732) to authorize the dis-
position of lands no longer needed and the acquisition of other
lands required for naval purposes, which was referred to the
Committee on Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed.

AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Capper in the chair) laid
before the Senate the action of the House of Representatives
disagreeing to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
10404) making appropriations for the Department of Agricul-
ture for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other
purposes, and requesting a conference with the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr., McNARY. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that the
Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap-
pointed Mr. McNary, Mr. Joxes of Washington, Mr. CAPPER,
Mr, SurrH, and Mr, OvermAN conferees on the part of the
Senate. #

MUSCLE SHOALS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 518)

to authorize and direct the Secretary of War, for national
-
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defense in time of war and for the production of fertilizers and
other ugeful products in time of peace, to sell to Henry Ford,
or a corporation to be incorporated by him, nitrate plant No. 1,
at Sheffield, Ala.; nitrate plant No. 2, at Muscle Shoals, Ala.;
Waco Quarry, near Russellville, Ala.; steam-power plant to be
located and constructed at or near Lock and Dam No. 17, on
the Black Warrior River, Ala., with right of way and trans-
mission line to nitrate plant No, 2, Muscle Shoals, Ala.; and to
lease to Henry Ford, or a corporation to be incorporated by him,
Dam No, 2 and Dam No. 8 (as designated in H. Doc. 1262, 64th
Cong., 1st sess.), including power stations when constructed as
provided herein, and for other purposes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, a day or two ago iy
very greatly esteemed friemd the senior Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. Ropinson] made the statement that the real issue
underlying the controversy over Muscle Shoals is the issue
between those who favor public ownership and operation and
those who do not, and those who were opposed to Government
operation voted for the Underwood bill and those who favored
Government operation voted against it. I am constrained to
believe that my distinguished friend, who is such a splendid
lawyer, such an able statesman, such a fair debater, has cer-
tainly made a mistake in declaring that is the issue in the
controversy. There is no real element of public ownership in-
volved in the bill, or in either one of the bills. May I say, how-
ever, that if it is in one bill it is just as much in the other bill.
Both bills provide for public operation. The Underwood bill
proyvides for public ownership just as cerfainly as does the
Norris bill. It is not a question of public ownership, therefore.
The principle of government ownership and operation can not
apply to one unless it applies to the other, because the prin-
ciple of the two bills is the same in so far as public ownership
aud operation is concerned.

In the next place, I do not understand by the term “ public
ownership and operation™ that it really has anything to do
with the question we are now considering. As I undersiand
public ownership and operation, it is where a government,
whether national, State, or municipal, takes over or builds a
plant for the purpose of going into competition with a private
plant and eonducts a business, for instance, like the ownership
and operation of the railroads or of the telegraph and tele-
phone companies or any other public utility. There is no such
purpose in either one of the bills. There is no such purpose
in connection with this plant, as I understand it. This plant
was built for war purposes. . It was built by the President of
the United States by the use of a general appropriation that
was put in his hands for war purposes, and a part of the
money was allotted for the building of this great plant. It
was primarily and essentially a war plant, and, therefore, if
the Government of the United States operates that war plant
and incidentally disposes of the surplus power, whether for

fertilizer purposes or for current and light purposes, the ques-.

tion of Government operation is not involved. It is a mere
incident te the real purpose, which is that of a war plant. So
1 say there is no question of public ownership and operation
involved. The Government already owns the plant. It is to
operate it as a war plant. The operation for private purposes
is merely an incident to its use as a war plant.

1 might say in passing that it seems to me it comes with
poor grace from those who voted for the Underwood bill,
containing exactly the same principle and policy of Govern-
ment operation, to talk about those of us who voted against it
being in favor of public operation. The 18 Democrats who
voted for the Underwood bill, each and every one, voted for
public operation of the plant, if it is to be public operation.
Those of us who voted against it voted against the principle
of Government operation. But that is a mere incident.

« Mr. President, Muscle Shoals ig a war plant. It was author-
ized to be built by President Wilson out of a fund that was
given him by the Congress. It was not authorized in the
nsual, ordinary way, and but for the war probably never would
have been authorized. Now, after it was authorized for such
a purpose and is about to be completed, the Underwood bill,
in the alternative, would take it out of the hands of the Goy-
ernment, put it in the hands of private lessees, to be operated—
mark you, it is not to be operated for the benefit of the Gov-
ernment, because if the Government ever wants to use it for
war purposes under the Underwood bill it has to condemn and
take it over—but what it means is that for a small rental
the Government turns it over to a lessee to be operated not for
any Government purpose but for the private purposes of such
lessee. The Government needs this great power plant it has
built entirely out of Government money, for war purposes first,
for purposes of navigation second, and incidentally only is it to be
used for peace purposes. We say the Government ought to

keep it and that the use of the power for the purpose of manu-
facturing fertilizers and the use of the power for sale to pri-
vate consumers is incidental to its first and great use in war
purposes. There is no possible question of Government own-
ership and operation of a private utility.

Mr. President, I have never believed, and do not now believe,
in what is commonly known as Government ownership and op-
eration of public utilities, but I do recognize the fact that there
are exceptional cases in which it is wisest for the Government
to conduct its own business. Such cases as have met my ap-
proval and such cases as have met the approval of the
Congress—the Panama Canal act, the farm loan act, the
parcel post act—all of those acts provided for Government
operation of public wutilities. All of those acts in a way
invaded private business, and yet those acts received almost
unanimous approval of Congress, Any of these acts go further
along the line of Government operation than does this act,
unless it be the Panama act.

There is no use in attempting to becloud the issue. It is a
plain matter of business as to what is best to do with this
property, It is best for the Government, best for the people,
best for the safety of this Republic.

I come now to the bill of the Senator from Alabama, and I
want to dissect it for a few minutes, becanse I belleve that if
Senators put their minds upon the actual provisions of the bill
none of them can give their consent to vote for it. I start
with the first section, which dedicates this great plant, these
great properties at Muscle Shoals, to what purpose? They—

are hereby dedicated and set apart for the use for national defense in
time of war and for the production of fertilizer and other useful
products in time of peace,

Why that dedication? The Government has already built
it for the purpose of war. How can it be rededicated to that
purpose and what would be the sense of rededicating it to
the purpose of war? The bill does the very opposite of dedi-
cating the plant to war purposes. Instead of dedicating the
plant to war purposes it takes it out of the hands of the Gov-
ernment for war purposes and dedicates it to private uses if
a lessee obtains it. Here is a supposed statement of fact in
the first section of the bill that is not a fact at all. It is far
from the fact. It says that it dedicates this great plant to war
purposes when as a matter of faet it is dedicated to private
uses under conditions which I shall discuss in a few moments
and which seem to me to be indefensible. I say, therefore,
that section 1 is a misrepresentation of the actual facts.
While pretending to be a dedication of the plant to war pur-
poses, it is taking away from the people of the United States
this great war asset which it has been determined all along
shonld be used for war purposes.

Then comes section 2 which provides that whenever it is
needed for war purposes it shall be taken over by the Gov-
ernment. Senators, we are spending $140,000,000 on this
plant for war purposes. Then we are turning it over to a
private individual for private purposes, and it is said that we
can take it over in time of war if we desire. 8o the Govern-
ment can take over any property in time of war if the Gov-
ernment desires. The bill confers no new right upon the Gov-
ernment, Indeed, Senators, if the Underwood bill passes, we
take this plant on which the Government has spent $140,000,-
(000 for war purposes and turn it over to a private corpora-
tion with the statement to the Government, * If you ever need
it for war purposes you are at liberty to condemm it and pay
the price that might be necessary to be paid for it.” So it is:
conclusively shown, it seems to me, that instead of being dedi-
cated for war purposes as provided in the bill it is dedicated
to private purposes as declared in the second section of the
bill and the only way the Government can get it for war pur-
poses is to pay for it like it would pay for any other private
citizen's property. In other words, Mr. President, if we get
into another war, the Government will have to take over this
property at its own expense just as if it had not built it.
That alone should condemn this bill, Why, Mr. President, the
idea of sane men, after having authorized the expenditure
of perhaps $140,000,000 for this plant to be used primarily in
time of war, that we should now transfer it to a private cor-
poration to be taken away from that private corporation at
the Government’s expense in time of war, is such a moustrous
proposition that 1T do not see how any Benator can vote for it.
Why should we go to this enormous expense, and then have
to pay for it all over again, to some private lessee who gets
the property for a song? Ah, but that is not all, Mr. Presi-
dent. It has been stated here time and again that this plant
and Chile are our only sources of supply of nitrogen. That
is true, and we have been told about the dangers of being de-
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‘pendent npon Chile and there is danger there, too. But 1ff
this plant goes into the hands of a foreign corporation con-
Arolled by aliens, as 1 believe it will, how much more are we
not justified in passing this bill?

It is said that the Government may if it so desires let the:
company proceed to manufacture nitrogen for war purposes to
the extent of 40,000 tons a year. So it can. But the Govern-
ment will pay for that nitrogen just like it pays for any other.
nitrogen. There Is no fixing of the price which the Govern-
ment is to pay. No advantage comes to the Government from
buying it from this company rather than 'from some other
company. There is mot a suggestion that the Government
should get this nitrogen any cheaper in time of war. Tndeed,
as we all know, the Government will have to pay the very
highest price in the event of war for the nitrogen that is manu-
factured there; and not only that, but remember 'if ‘the Gov-
ernment takes it over it will have to pay the actual value.
That value will not be ascertained by the Senate as the Senate
'{s undertaking to fix the rental value now, but the company
will have ‘its trained 'lawyers and, if it is necessary, will go
into the courts to determine at just what value it shall be
‘taken over. I say to Senators that if the bill passes with that
‘provision in it and if the Government ever uses this plant for
war purposes, it will pay a great deal more ‘for one year's use
of -the plant than the entire plant has eost the Government up
to this time.

Mr. HEFLIN. ‘Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the 'Senator from
Tennessee yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. McEELLAR. Yes; I yield.

Mr. 'HEFLIN. How does the Senator reach any such con-
«elusion as that which he has just stated to the Senate?

Mr., McCKBELLAR. T reach'it from the plain wording of the
‘bill. It is undertaken to make a ‘private property out of the
;plant. The lessee has ‘a private right in it, and when the
Government takes it over, of course the Government will have
‘to pay for it. It is not provided what the Government shall
pay. It is not even said ‘that the Government shall pay a
reasonable priee ‘for it. The 'implication is ‘that the Govern-
ment will pay a war price for it, and I have no doubt a war
price will be paid -for ‘it -if it is ‘taken over. If ‘there was
nothing else in the bill than that provision or those two see-
‘tions, the bill ought not ‘to be agreed to. No Senator, in my
judgment, can afford to vote for a bill that will solemnly state
in its first section that this great property is dedicated to
Government uses in time-war and in the second section blandly
take it out of the Government use and put it into private
‘hands, and then say that'the Government can get it by paying
the full price for it, or if it sees fit to elect to let'the company
go on and manufacture nitrates for war purposes, ‘it must pay
‘the ‘full value of the nitrates so manufactured.

There is no protection 'to ‘the Government in either one of
‘these sections. It is nothing in the world, Senators, ‘but an
absolute taking of the public property and bestowing it upon
a lessee without adequate compensation. That 'is what these
two sections mean. ‘It means a gift worth probably hundreds
of millions to a favored lessee.

Then T come to sections 3 and 4, and I wish to take those two
sections together. Senators will Tecall those sections. While
40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen are to be manufactured in time of
war for war purposes and are to be manufactured in time of peace
for fertilizer purposes, those very two statements are contradic-
tory; indeed, the two sections are contradictory. Suppose the
Government should want nitrogen 'in time of peace, does any-
one mean to say it should not get it? 'We use enormous sup-
plies of nitrogen in time of peace.

Mr. SIMMONS. Before the Senator from Tennessee leaves
the suggestion with reference to the requirements of the Gov-
ernment in time of war—— :

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from North Caro-

lina.

Mr. SIMMONS. I desire'to ask, is the Senator in possession
of any information or does the testimony which was taken in
the hearings disclose any facts which support the ‘idea that
40.000 tons of nitrogen would be anything like adeguate to'the
requirements of the Government in time of war, and especially
a war such as that through which we have just passed?

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; it would not be. It would be

quite an element in the supply, but it would not be an adequate
supply. Indeed, I want to say to the Senator that while the
Underwood amendment starts out with the very gracious state-
ment that the plant at Muscle Shoals is dedicated 'to the use
of the public in time of war, after those meaningless words are
uttered no other attempt is made in the amendment to protect
the rights of the Government in time of war—none whatever.

than that in the last war.

AMr. SIMMONS. I appreciate the argnment just made by the
Senator that the Government wounld have under its general
powers the same right to possess dtself of the Musecle Shoals
property as it would have to appropriate any other water-
power property for the purpose of manufacturing nitrogen for
WAr purposes,

Mr, McKELLAR. Absolutely; justthe same as if the provi-
sion were not written in the measure at all.

Mr. SIMMONS, The only difference that I can see in that

respect between this property and any other like property is to

the extent of the 40,000 tons of nitrogen to be manufactured there
would be a stand-by plant capable of producing that amount of

nitrogen.
Mr. MocKELLAR. That is troe.
Mr. SIMMONS. But to the extent that the Government's

requirements might exceed that 40,000 tons there would be

.absolutely no difference. No provision is made to meet fur-

ther of requirements in excess of that guantity in order to
meet national emergencies.

Mr. MecKELLAR. No such provision at all is made. We
should have to depend upon the nitrate fields of (Chile then
just as we now do. Of course, 40,000 tons of nitrogen would
not be sufficient in time of war. We used very much more
My recollection is, that we used
about that much in a very few days in the last war, during a
portion of the time at any rate.

Mr. President, so far as sections 3 and 4 are concerned, they
are contradictory provisions. Section 3 provides that at the

end of the fifth year 40,000 tons -of fixed nitrogen shall be
produced annually for war purposes. Section 4 provides that
‘the same amonnt is ‘to be produeed for peace purposes. Who

is to decide when the nitrogen is to be used for war purposes
and when it is to ‘be used ‘for peace purposes? We use an
enormous amonnt -of nitrogen in the manufacture of explo-
sives in peace itime. Who /s ito say 'what shall 'be used for
peace purposes and what shall be used for war purposes, and
who is to say at what price the nitrogen is to be sold to ‘the
Government?

Why, Mr. President, if a war takes place, and ‘this plant is
used by the lessee for the purpose of furnishing nitrogen to
the iGovernment, it will have 'the right, under ‘this 'bill 'to
charge the Government 'what ‘it will for nitrogen. 1If the
lessee (holds the plant and manufactures the nitrogen, it ean
sell it to the Government at such 'a price as may almost bank-
rupt the Government., If the Government takes it over, under
section 2 of the act, then it will have the right to mulet the
Government under the laws of eminent Qomain for wvirtually
what 'it will. Oh, Mr, 'President, these acts take the plant
out.of the hands of the Government and pufs it in the hands
of private interests, and in so far as war purposesare concerned,
this ‘plant ‘will :be almost, if not absolutely, valueless in war
purposes. The money that has been spent on it will have been
wasted by the Government for war purposes.

And then it provides and much stress is laid upon these
sections 3 and 4 about the mandatory provision for the manu-
facture of nitrates. Why, Mr. President, if this company does
not want to manufacture nitrates, how easy it will be for them
not to do it. 'It can 'be argued that the two provisions, one
offsets the other. It can be argued that it is impossible to
manufaeture but 40,000 tons of ‘nitrogen at this plant, that if
was intended only to manufacture that at this plant. Some-
body may sue out an injunction, as it was shown by the Sena-
tor from New York Saturday, agdinst ‘the use of the process
they ‘have for making nitrogen at this plant, and therefore the
contract may be avoided and eluded. But you will say that
they will live up to it. How do we know? If ‘we take the
Alabama Power Co.'s past experience, we know they are not
going to live up to it. They had a bill passed in the Con-
gress of the United ‘States in 1912 when the same theory that
this bill has was put forward, namely, that they were going
to manufacture fertilizer on the Coosa River, at Dam No. 18.
It was said then that people had gone to the General
Electric Co. in New York to get money to build this plant and
conld mot do it and then had gone to PBritish and Canadian
people, and the Brifish and . Canadian people had given them
the money to build the Coosa Dam, and that they had entered
a partnership with the Cyanamide Co. of America to manu-
facture fertilizer, and that they were not going ‘to use it for
power purposes, but for fertilizers for the farmers of the
country and the ‘South; but they have never manufactured an
ounce of fertilizer. They have the dams, they have the plant
yet; but they have never manufactured an ounce of fertilizer
and will mnot do so. And if they get this plant they are not
going to manufacture fertilizer ‘for the farmers of the country
and the SBouth. It is idle to talk about it.
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Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, will the Senator pardon me
another interruption?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. SIMMONS. I suppose the Senator’s argument leads to
this, that if we are to part with this property, relying upon
our right to take it over in time of war, we certainly ought
to see that there is a stand-by plant capable of producing the
reasonable requirements of the Government.

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly, Mr. President, the Senator
from North Carolina is exactly right. I should have reached
that part of my argument a little later on, but I will refer
to it now.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] admitted that
this was a very inadequate consideration for the plant, but
the reason for the inadegquacy of the consideration was lessee's
agreement to manufacture fertilizer. Surely there ought to
have been a provision inserted to protect the Government.
Surely, if we turn over this great plant to any lessee we ought
to provide that in the event of war the Government shall have
the right to take it over without any further cost to the Gov-
ernment in order to manufacture nitrogen, not only 40,000
tons of nitrogen, but to manufacture as much as may be neces-
gary or as much as it might be able to manufacture at the
plant, and the Government should be able to do that without
compensation.

Mr. President, as I have just shown, unless some such pro-
vision shall be contained in this legislation one year's use or,
it may be, for six months’ use of the plant in time of war
will probably cost the Government more than the entire cost
of the plant. The entire rental for 50 years will only be
abont $80,000,000, and, under the terms of this amendment, it
may cost twice as much as the entire rental, or it might cost
as much as the entire rental and the entire cost of the plant,
if the Government should recapture the property and retain
it for a year.

The rental on the plant, while it is in the Government's
possession, will cost our Government more than the plant it-
self. How in the name of heaven any Senator can vote for
a bill which provides that, after it has spent this vast sum
that has been spent in the building of this plant and turn it
over to a private lessee at $1,832,000 a year, and then if it is
necessary to be taken back in war time to pay for it just like
the Government would have to pay for any other property—
how any Senator can vote for a bill of this sort in the light
of these facts is incomprehensible to me.

Why, Mr. President, under any circumstances, there should
be in this bill a provision that the Government does not have
to pay to the lessee any sum whatsoever when it is taken over
and used in the event of war. We know what the war prof-
iteers did to the Government a few short years ago, and we
know in our own hearts just what this corporation will do in
the event of another war. It will hold the Government up
for every dollar that is possible for it to be held up for: so
that, Mr. President, I say that with this section in this bill
no Senator should vote for it. And you will note, Mr. Presi-
dent, how carefully no law is changed by this section. It
provides: “The foregoing clauses shall not be construed as
modified, amended, or repealed by any of the subsequent sec-
dions or paragraphs of this aet, or by indirection of any other
act.”

So, Mr. President, representing the Government as we do—
and the Members of the Senate are here looking after the
interests of the Government as well as of the people; we are
the trustees of the Government—surely we ought to see that
the Government is profected before we vote for any such
unconscionable legislation as this, which will take this prop-
erty which is already dedicated to the public use in time of
war and turn it over to a private corporation with the state-
ment that if the Government needs it it can condemn it and
pay for it just as it may condemn the property of any citizen.
It may be that we shall have to take it away from an alien-
controlled corporation, for the Alabdma Power Co., if it shall
get the property, as I believe it will get it, has been up to a
very short time ago and probably now is an alien-controlled
corporation.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I wish to inquire of the
Senator from Tennessee, who has from the beginning been
very much interested in and very diligent in investigating all
phases of this very important matter which we now have
under consideration, whether he knows of any other plant in

the United States to-day which is manufacturing or is pre-
pared to manufacture nitrogen from the atmosphere?

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not. Certainly, there is none that
manufactures it to any considerable extent.

Mr. SIMMONS. And we have no natural deposits of nitro-
gen such as are found in Chile?

Mr. McKELLAR. And no other factory where it may be
produced.

Mr. SIMMONS. We have no factory in this country
equipped to produce it from the atmosphere, and the result
will be in case of war, if the ports of Chile should be block-
aded by an enemy, this Government will be absolutely power-
less to gecure this essential element of conducting a war and
of defending the Government against invasion.

Mr. McKELLAR. Absolutely. I will say to the Senator
that the parallel proposition that finds most force with me in
reference to this matter is the building of the Panama Canal.
The Government built that canal primarily for war purposes
and spent $400,000,000 on it, but it is essentially a defensive
measure for the Government.

After we had finished that eanal, suppose a bill had been in-
troduced here providing that, inasmuch as we did not wish to
interfere with private shipping and the business of shipping,
we would lease that great plant, the Panama Canal, to be run
by a private corporation, which would collect the tolls on the
ships passing through it; and suppose it had been contended
that the public defense was a matter of no importance in its
relation to the canal, for the Government could take it over at
any time, That could have been argued just as it is being
argued in this case; and, furthermore, it mizht have been said
that nobody is likely to attack us, and if they should our ships
would be able to run around the Horn and get to the Pacific
Ocean, or vice versa; and so we ought not to enter upon the
Government operation of shipping facilities at Panama. Such
an argument could have been made with force equal to that of
the argument which is made in this instance. Senators, the
great plant at Muscle Shoals was organized for war purposes.
We have got to have it for war purposes; it is absolutely es-
sential, for if our line of communication were cut off with
Chile we would be defenseless unless we had some such plant,
and this country does not want to be put in that defenseless
condition. Yet while putting in the first section of the Un-
derwood substitute a solemn declaration that the plant is dedi-
cated to war purposes, it is proposed to turn it over to a pri-
vate corporation under the terms of the amendment and prob-
ably turn it over to an alien corporation. That is indefensible.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, will the Senator pardon me
a further interruption?

Mr, McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. SIMMONS. The thought in my mind is that the Gov-
ernment should certainly retain this property until it has de-
veloped nitrogen-producing plants sufficient, in the judgment
of the Secretary of War, we will say, to supply the reasonable
requirements of the Government in case of war and then, if it
should be deemed wise to lease it, that it would only lease it
upon condition that the lessee wonld stipulate to extend the
plant which the Government has already created there to the
point where it would have a capacity equal to the requirements
of the Government for purposes of war.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, the Senator is correct about
that. The idea of building this great plant by this enormous
expenditure of the people’'s money and then turning it over to
a private corporation for exploitation purposes without any
regulation, is, to my mind, such a preposterous and such an
indefensible proposgition that I can not understand how a AMem-
ber of this body can vote for it. I am not eriticizing my col-
leagues who are in favor of if, but I can not understand the
reasoning under which they are willing to cast their votes to
dispose of the Government's property, so useful and so neces-
sary in time of war, for any such purpose.

Now, Mr. President, I come to the next proposition.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President—

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator.

My, SIMMONS. I am asking these questions because I re-
gard this phase of the matter as the most essential that has
been discussed at all.

Mr. McKELLAR. It is the most vital phase of the bill, in
my judgment.

Mr. SIMMONS. It has been in my thought all the time. If
during the war we had not been able to communicate with
Chile and to secure from her our requirements while we were
constructing this plant which we authorized what would have
been our situation?
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Mr. McKELLAR. It would have been intolerable and inde-
fensible and might have caused us to lose the war. Do we
want to put ourselves in that attitude again after spending
this vast treasure, $140,000,000, down there to build this great
plant and to build the great dam there? Are we going to putl
ourselves In exactly the position in which we were prior to
the war? Yet substantially we will be in that position if this
bill shall pass. I do not see how any méan who loves his coun-
try aud wants to defend her when she is attacked can be will-
ing to put her in such a defenseless position as this bill will put
her in if it shall be passed.

My. SIMMONS. Mr. President—

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. SIMMONS. I wish to ask the Senator this question:
If Germany had not many years ago, long before the war,
begun to experiment with the production. of nitrogen from the
air, and if when the war came she had not developed her
nitrogen production to the point where it was develgped, would
not Germany have been in a very precarions condition by
reason of the action of the Allies in cutting her off from Chile?
And was it not because Germany had provided against this
very contingency about which we are now talking that saved
her from collapse in the war long before the termination of the
struggle?

Mr. McKELLAR, T apprehend that to be the fact: and I
will say to the Senator that so far as this bill, known as the
Underwood bill, is concerned, not an experiment is required
to be made. We do not know where we are going. They are
not going to take steps to ascertain about the manufacture of
nitrogen by a cheaper or a better method. We know nothing
about that. We turn it all over. We will just say, for the
gake of the argument, that we have turned it all over to the
Alabuma Power Co., if it should be the lessee, and it will de-
terimine whether or not, in the interest of all the people, these
experiments will be conducted and better and cheaper methods
of producing nitrates arve to be found.

That is why that provision in the Norris bill is so important,
It provides for the selection of great chemists to build up an
organization to aseertain what will proteet this country by
the manufacture of nitrogen in time of war. This vital neces-
sity to the manufacture of explosives, the production of the
materials out of which explosives can be manufactnred, is of
the primest importance for this country in any war, and we
should not take out of the Government's hands this great in-
strumentality by which it may be done.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——
nnMr. McKELLAR., I yield to the Senator from North Caro-

fl.

Mr. SIMMONS, The Senator from Alabama, in his argu-
ment, seemed at least to concede the fact that in all probability
whoever might lease this plant would not find themselves able
to produce nitrogen profitably ; and because of an apprehension
that there would be a loss in the production of nitrogen he
stated, as I understood him, that he bad made the return to
the Government upon its expenditure of $45,000,000 or $150,.-
000,000, as the case may be, very small, probably inadequate,
in order to recoup themselves in case they sustained a loss in
operating the nitrogen plant.

Mr. McEELLAR. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. The hill of the Senator from Alabama re-
guires the lessee to produce only 40,000 tons annually. Does
the Senator from Tennessee believe that a lessee would be
likely to produce one pound more of that product than the
amount required in the bill if it should find itself unable to
produce it at a profit?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, judging the future by the
past, if this great Power Trust in Alabama gets charge of
this plant I do not believe that it will produce any nitrogen
at all; and I want to give you my authority for that con-
clusion, - ;

In 1912, when I first came to Congress, to the House of
Representatives, there was a bill before the Congress known
as the Coosa Dam bill. It had for its purpose giving permis-
gion to the Alabama Power Co—this same company—to erect
Dam No. 18 on the Coosa River; and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Unpegwoon], then a Congressman, had this to say.
1 quote the words from page 11586 of the REcomp of 1912:

Now, what they propose to do is to spend $1,600,000 to help make
this river naviguble and allow the Government to use all the water
it needs for navigable purposes, and then take the balance of the
power ereated, not for the purpose of selling electricity for Hght or
heat but for the purpose of mauufaeiuring eyauamide, or Hme pitrogen,
and fertilizer for the benefit of the farmers of Alabama and of the
Bouth,

This company operates that plant to-day. I have been
reliably informed that never has it produced an ounee of
nitrogen for the farmers of Alabama and of the South. So,
if we judge the future by the past, with the conflicting sec-
tions about the manufacture of nitrogen contained in this bill,
and the possibility that the same cyanamide company that is
referred to here will sue out an injunction against the use of
its machinery, I do not believe that the lessee will produce a
pound of nitrogen.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr, President—

Mr, McEELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. For the second time I desire to correct my
friend, the Senator from Tennessee. The Alabama Power Co.
never has made any effort or contracted to make fertilizer at
Lock 12 on the Coosa River,

Mr. McKELLAR. Lock 18.

Mr. HEFLIN. It never intended to do so. It never was
involved at all in the legislation of which the Senator speaks.
It was my bill that passed through the House at that time.
It was the American Cyanamid Co. that was going to make
fertilizer at this dam if President Taft had not vetoed my bill.
When President Taft vetoed my bill the American Cyanamid
Co., which was going to set up business atf Montgomery, Ala,,
went over into Canada. It isnow making cyanamide in Canada,
und selling it at a profit to the farmers of the United States;
s0, by the President’s veto, this industry was driven out of
Alabama, out of the South, out of the United States, and over
into Canada.

If my friend from Tennessee finds any consolation in a
thing of that kind, he is welcome to have it. I simply wanted
to correct him. My colleague [Mr. UNpErRwoon] was speaking
of the Ameriean Cyanamid Co., and not of the Alabama Power
Co. I want to repeat that the Alabama Power Co. was never
involved in any way in that transaction.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, fortunately we have a
Recorp, and the Recogp is better than the memory of any of
us: My distinguished and very greatly beloved friend is sim-
ply mistaken, and he is mistaken for the second time, and I
think the Recorp shows it.

This Coosa Dam bill was a bill to permit the Alabama Power
Co.—not the Cyanamid Co—to dam the Coosa River in the
Senator’s State. That was the bill which the junior Senator
from Alabama favored and which the senior Senator from
Alabama favored. They were both in the House at the time.
That was the bill that was passed, and here is a leiter that
shows quite the contrary of what the Senator says. It shows
that the Alabama Power Co. had entered into some sort of
agreement with the Cyanamid Co. Of course the agree-
ment was merely for legislative purposes. The Alabama Power
Co. wanted the power, and it was thought that the Senator
from Alabama was a great friend of the farmer, and the way
to get him to favor the bill was to raise a big hue and cry
about the manufacture of nitrogen for the farmers of Ala-
bama, and the bill could be passed in that way, and was
passed in that way. I now read a letter which gives the inside
history of it.

I read from page 11591 of the REcorp of August 22, 1912.-
That was when the bill was before the House, the very day it
was before the House; and here was an officer of the Alabama
Power Co. writing to the distinguished Senator from Alabami
[Mr. Herrin], who was then a Representative:

WasHINGTON, D. C,, August 22, 1912
Hon. J. TrHoMAs HEFLIN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. )

Drar Me. Heruix : Referring to the questions yon asked me in per-
son regarding the Alabama Power Co., its purposes and intentions, on
the Coosa River, In Alabama, I beg to say:

The Alabama Power Co. was organized under the laws of the State
of Alabama by a few Alabama friends and myself as a part of ounr
well-known efforts, covering a period of almost a quarter of a centory,
for the improvement of the Coosa River. After a long and tiresome
undertaking we not only succeeded in interesting some spléndid capital
in the development of power on the Coosa River at Lock 12 but we also
sneceeded In interesting the American Cyanamid Co.—

The Alabama Power Co., now, interested the American
Cyanamid Co.—
in locating a large plant on the Coosa River, in Alabama—

Where, oh where, is that plant? They said: “ We have in-
duced them to loeate it.” It never has been located—

for the manufacture of an alr-nitrate fertilizer, known as calelumy
cyanamide, the partieulars of all of which are set out very fully in a

lhtur by Mr. J. W. Worthington, of date July 3, 1912, attached to
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the report of the Senate Committee on Commerce on Senate bill 7343,
and to which I beg to call your especial attention.

The Alabama Power Co. owns the power development at Lock 12,
on the Coosa River, Ala., and is now at work bullding its dam for the
development of power at this place, and for which we obtained the
consent of Congress several years ago.

By the way, they have a perpetual right to it—mnot 50 years—
but a perpetual right to it.

Mr., HEFLIN, Just as Mr, Mellon has on the Little Ten-
uessee River in the Senator’s State.

Mr. McKELLAR. Probably.

The power plant at Lock 12 will develop when complete 10,000
continuous 24-hour horsepower,

Here is where the Senator is wrong. Listen to what it does.
He said the Alabama Power Co. was not connected with it, but
that it was the Cyanamid Co. Listen to this letter:

The Alabama Power Co, made a contract with the American
Cyanamid Co. for 14,000 24-hour horsepower, to be used for the
manufacture of the nitrate fertilizers; therefore the development of
power at Lock 12 will be insufficient to supply the needs and demands
of the Cyanamid Co., to say nothing of the power that may be de-
sired for other purposes, hence it is that the Alabama Power Co.
is now asking a grant for the privilege of building a dam at Lock 18
on sald river,

The Alabama Power Co. is asking for it, not the American
Cyanamid Co. The American Cyanamid Co. never built a
plant there,
facts, The Cyanamid Co. never did build a plant there, and
has not done so to this day, and there never has been an
ounce of fertilizer produced at that plant. This is very inter-
esting. It is an interesting piece of history of our lessee,

In our efforts to finance the Alabama Power Co. we tried for quite
a while to raise the money with which to make the development at
Loc¢k 12 in this country, but were unable to do so. We then took the
matter up with foreign capitalists, and finally succeeded In Interesting
English and Canadian capital in the undertaking, DBefore going into
this undertaking, however, these people examined the laws of this
country bearing on the subject, both State and United States laws,
and the money was raised with expectation of being governed by the
general dam laws of the United States as they now stand; hence any
amendments to the bill from the way it passed the Senate would
probably be fatal, and I trust that Congress pass Senate bill 7343 just
as the same is now pending. '

This, with other matters which need not be referred to; the
letter is signed by W. P. Ray.

I will stop long enough in the reading of that letter to say
that the trouble was caused by my esteemed friend, Ben G.
Humphreys, of Mississippi, who offered an amendment, and a
very proper amendment, for the United States to have con-
trol of the rates; and it was voted down on the ground that it
would lose to Alabama and the farmers of Alabama and the
South this great fertilizer plant.

How similar to the arguments that have been made in behalf
of the fertilizer part of the Underwood bill in this controversy.
I continue reading:

Kindly bear in mind this is not a promoting or speculating scheme ;
we have the mouney, and are now at work at Lock 12, and If the bill
passes granting the Alabama Power Co. the right—

Not the American Cyanamid Co., as the Senator has sug-
gested, but the Alabama Power Co.—

the right to build a dam at Lock 18 work will he commeneed at this
development within 60 days. Work will also be commenced in due
time on the Cyanamid Co.'s plant, as the money is all ready now for
its construction.

That was an effort to get a bill passed through Congress by
a misstatement of facts, telling the Congress that they had the
money to build the cyanamide plant for the benefit of the
farmers. At that fime I had just come to the House, a
youngster, wholly unfamiliar with the methods employed in
enacting legislation—a Democrat, trying to follow my leaders.
The Democratic leader in the House was urging this bill, and I
voted with him. I voted wrong about it; I frankly admit that.

I made a mistake—a mistake I am not going to make again.
A man may make a mistake on a subject once, and that is
enough, It is not excusable for him to make a mistake twice
on the same matter.

Mr., NORRIS. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator who
the Democratie leader in the House was at that time?

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Alabama [AMr. UNDER-
woon] was the Democratic leader of the House at that time.
So can I be blamed for having my doubts as to whether they

This letter was not true. It did not state the.

are going to make any fertilizer at all under the conflicting
provisions of sections 3 and 4 of this bill? Who knows but

what the same eyanamide company which helped the Alabama

Power Co, through that perilous time and got that power for
them would not be willing to file an injunction suit and keep
their friend and former associate,
before, from having to carry out the fertilizer contract? Can
you afford to risk that, Senators, in the light of this history?

My good friend over there, for whom I have not only the

greatest respect and admiration but for whom I have the
greatest personal esteem and the warmest regard, was misled,
just as I was. He made one of the finest of speeches in favor
of it. I wish I had time to quote from it. Ile told some splen-
d}d stories on Ben Humphreys and Swager Sherley and the
distingunished Democrat from Illinols [Mr. Raixey]. He had
the House just roaring, and he told the House then, just as he
has been telling the Senate now, the unparalleled advantages
that were coming to the farmers of Alabama and the rest of
the South just as soon as this cyanamide company got to manu-
facturing nitrates there for the farmers. That has been more

|

whom they had helped out |

than 12 years ago, and so far not an ounce of cyanamide has

ever been manufactured there. I am not a prophet, but I ven-
ture the prediction that if the Underwood bill passes the Senate
and becomes a law 12 years from now some man standing on
this floor will repeat what was said 12 years ago and what is
being =aid here now and will assert that not an ounce of

nitrates has ever been manufactured by the Alabama Power

Co., if it gets this property.

Mr. RANSDELL and Mr. SIMMONS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Scnator from Ten-
nessee yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield first to the Senator from
Louisiana and then to the Senator from North Carolina. .

AMr. RANSDELL. I would like to ask the Senator whether
in his opinion, even if the lessee under the proposed Underwooi
bill should manufacture every year the 40,000 tons of atmos-
pheri¢ nitrogen which he claims will be manufactured, the
benefits derived therefrom would be comparable with those
which in all probability would result from the wonderful re-
searches provided by the Norris bill, those researches which we
have every reason to believe will result in cheaper and better
methods of manufacturing fertilizer from the air than we are
now aware of. Which would benefit the people of the United
States most, in the opinion of the Senator?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, there can be no possible
difference of opinion about the value of the experimentation
provided for in the Norris bill ; and the Senator from Nebraska
has accepted an amendment offered by me but prepared by a
number of Senators on this side. I think most of us who feel
as I feel about it, as the Senator from Louisiana [Mr, Raxs-
pELL] and the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Siaamoxs]
feel about it, got fogether in preparing that amendment. The
Government will manufacture just as much nitrogen as this
lessee would be required to manufacture.

Mr, SIMMONS. And more.

Mr. McCKELLAR. Yes; even more. There can not be any
doubt about that. Not only that, but this corporation would be
permitted to manufacture it at 8 per ecent profit on the turn-
over, which may mean 200 per cent profit on the money in-
vested in this plant, whereas under the Norris bill, if fertilizer
shall be manufactured, it will have to be sold to the farmers at
not exceeding 1 per cent above the cost of production. So
if we look at it from a farmer's standpoint, there is no com-
parison between the two bills as they are now. It would be
infinitely better to accept that provision for such wonderful
research and experimentation as is provided for with such
accuracy and such clearness in the Norris bill, and then the
practical demonstration of what can be done as provided in the
amendment that was offered by me.

Mr., RANSDELL. Is there any research provided for in the
Underwood bill?

Mr. McKELLAR. None whatever.

Mr. RANSDELL, There is no encouragement given to re-
search, is there?

Mr. McKELLAR. None whatever. How could any man who
is a friend of the farmer for a moment accept the Underwood
proposal over the Norris proposal as amended? I am frank
enough to say that I can nof understand how any friend of
the farmer conld accept the Underwood proposal over the
Norris proposal as amended.

My, SIMMONS and Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.

Mr. McKELLAR. I now yield to the Senator from North

Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, a few moments ago the

Senator from Alabama, when he interrupted the Senator from
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Tennessee, said something about his bill being vetoed by
Tresident Taft.

Mr. McEELLAR. That was true.

Mr. SIMMONS. Was that particular bill vetoed?

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not had time to examine into it,
but my recollection is that President Taft vetoed it, but later
on the Alabama Power Co. got the right to build a dam at
Lock 18, and did build it and is still operating it.

Mr, HEFLIN. It got it under the water power act.

Mr. McKELLAR. Under the water power act, and got it
fairly forever. :

Mr, SIMMONS. Did tlhe second act embrace any provision
with reference to the manufacture of fertilizer?

Mr. McKELLAR. No.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator from Alabama said that by
reason of that veto the American Cyanamid Co.—

Mr, MOKELLAR. A foreign corporation,

Mr, SIMMONS. Instead of manufacturing this material in
this country had been manufacturing it abrogd. I ssmme
that he meant that they were manufacturing it abroad instead
of in this country because in this country the Government,
through its agencies, regulates the price at which that prod-
uct can be sold. But if it is manufactured just across the
border, and we do not manufactuve it in this country at all,
we are in the same position with reference fo that supply
of nitrogen that we are in to-day with reference to the Chilean
supply of nitrogen.

Mr, McKELLAR.
from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I was in error in stating that
the Alabama Power Co. had had nothing to do with this propo-
sition. But the Senator from Tennessee does not seem to
understand very well the letter he has read.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will put it in the IRRecorp, so that other
people ean understand it accurately. Failure to understand
js possibly due to some shortcoming or inability on my part.

Mr. HEFLIN. The American Cyanamid Co. was fo manu-
facture cyanamide at this dam on the Coosa River, Lock 18,
I believe. They bhad already gone to Montgomery and had
made arrangements for renting offices in a building for head-
quarters. That was to be the headquarters of the American
Cyanamid Co., and it was that company that was going to use
this power to make fertilizer, and not the Alabama Power Co,
The Alabama Power Co. did not bind itself to make any fer-
tilizer or anything else, but the American Cyanamid Co. was
the company that was going to do that. The Senator from
Tennessee says they have not made any there, and he does not
think they will make any in the future. When the bill under
which they were to make it was vetoed by President Taft,
and thus did not become a law, of course, they could not
make it, because there was. no provision for making it. When
the bill was vetoed, instead of setling up business at Mont-
gomery, Ala., and manufacturing cyanamide at Lock 18, they
went ont of the country into Canada, where they are now
making fertilizer and selling it at a profit to the farmers of the
United States. I simply make that further comment to show
that they have already made cyanamide at Muscle Shoals at
plant No. 2. It is not an experiment. I have seen the cyan-
amide made there.

Mr. McKELLAR. I yielded to the Senator to ask a ques-
tion, not to make a speech. I hope the Senator will not under-
take to make a speech on the general question.

Mr. HEFLIN. I shall not, because I intend to make one
when the Senator gets through. :

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, that will be proper. The Sena-
tor is entirely mistaken about his facts again. This letter
which T have read says that the Alabama Power Co. already
has entered into a contract with the American Cyanamid Co.
to furnish it the necessary power. It had agreed to furnish
14,000 horsepower, and it did not have 10,000 horsepower, and
it was appealing to Congress to pass this second bill, giving it
this second dam site for the purpose of enabling it to carry
out its contract.

Mr. HEFLIN. Precisely, for the American Cyanamid Co.

Mr. McKELLAR. The American Cyanamid Co,, so far as the
bill to which I referred is concerned, is not mentioned in the
bill, except incidentally. The bill is not a bill for the benefit
of the American Cyanamid Co,, but a bill for the benefit of the
Alabama Power Co. I read from the Recorn——

Mr, SIMMONS. Before the Senator reads, if the Alabama
Power Co. acquired the rights it was seeking, was there any-
thing in the way of the Alabama Power Co. contracting with

LXVI—106

Certainly. Now I yield to the Senator

the American Cyanamid Co. to manufacture cyanamide in this
country?

Mr. McKELLAR. Not a thing. It was a subterfuge, then,
absolutely. The Alabama Power Co. never had any idea of
manufacturing fertilizers for the farmers. They had not the
slightest idea then, and in my judgment have no more idea now
of manufacturing fertilizer for the farmers than they had then.
Coungressman RAINgEY had this to say about it:

This bill seeks to give to the Alabama Power Co. the right teo con-
struct these dams, The Alabama Power Co. is an Alabama corpora-
tlon, but its stock is owned—all of it except just enough, perhaps, to
give it a statos in Alabama, two or three shares—by the Alabama Trac-
tion, Light & Power Co. (Ltd.). This is a Capadian company, or-
ganized on the 5th day of January of this year under the laws of the
Dominion of Canada.

And that company will no doubt have one of its subsidiaries
bid on this plant, of course. But the underlying ownership
will be with the Alabama Power Co.

Mr. President, now I come to the question of the profits on
fertilizer, to which I referred just a few moments ago. The
bill provides that profits shall not exceed 8 per cent on the cost
of production. Eight per cent on the cost of production is no
limitation upon the profits of this company. It would be just as
good if there were no limitation at all

This company could make 200 per cent or even 300 per cent
or even 500 per cent. It is possible for it to make that much
on the amount of money invested and still not receive over
8 per cent above the cost of production. That provision in
itself is no protection to the farmer, no protection to the
publie, and no one ought to be deluded by it. It is a mean-
ingless statement meant for the purpose of catching votes—
I do not mean anything improper in that—to give the bill
a show of fairness, It is not of any real effect, whatever
its purpose.

Now I come to the consideration involved. This plant cost
the Government of the United States $140,000,000. As I pointed
out two or three weeks ago, there is down there now some
$40,000,000 worth of property. We own 2,800 acres of land.
We own more than 300 houses. We own two towns there.
We own railway tracks and railway cars. We own building
material running into the millions of dollars’ worth, all kinds
of materials. T mention particularly the steam plant, and
all of the machinery in connection with the steam plant, and
the cyanamide plant. There is property probably worth $40,-
000,000 which is just thrown in as lagniappe, with no consid-
eration for it at all. The Government is to-day getting $200,000
a year for the steam plant alone, but in this arrangement it
is dropped in the hopper and turned over to the lessee. How
can we defend that proposition? How can a Senator defend
his vote in turning over this vast property to a lessee under
those circumstances?

In 50 years none of the property except the land, and possi-
bly Dam No. 2 will be of any value. There is no requirement
as to replacement, none whatsoever. All of the property will be
worn out, the houses will be gone, the great steam plant will
be gone, the cyanamide plant will be gone, and there is no
provision for their replacement. We are just giving to this
company property that is worth something like $40,000,000
without any requirement for replacing.

What else are we doing? We are requiring them to pay
rent at 4 per cent on the cost of the dam. I remember when
on the floor of the Senate the senior Senator from Utah [Mr,
Saroor] made the statement that this property was not worth
anything, that he was not willing to appropriate another
dollar to complete it because when it was completed it would
be a liability instead of an asset. He was not willing to
spend on it any more of the Government's money. By the
way, the bill failed that year and the work on the plant was
stopped because of that sentimenf. Then Henry Ford came
along and offered guite a large sum for it and various other
companies bid. Even the Alabama Power Co. put in a bid
that was infinitely better than the proposal now made by the
bill of the Senator from Alabama. They offered to make
50,000 tons of nitrates a year and offered to create a large
sinking fund for replacement, to make all replacements, and
to restore the property at the end of the term in the same
condition as that in which they took it over. But all of that
is left out of the bill. None of those requirements are re-
tained in the bill. The plant is to be obtained for $1,832,000
a year rental, an unconscionably and indefensibly small com-
pensation for this great property.

What Senator knows the value of the property? T stop here
long enough to ask any Senator on either side of the Chamber
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if he thinks he is-capable of fixing a rental price on the prop-
erty? Why have we undertaken to fix it at all? Why do we
put it in the bill? We do not know what its rental value is.
Why do we undertake to do it without any examination? HEx-
pert engineers ought to be consulted before any such inade-
quate compensation is fixed. The moment that Dam No. 2 is
yoked up the property will be worth $100,000,000. That is a
mere idea of mine. It may be worth $200,000,000 or even
$300,000,000, The power alone may produce a return on a
valuation of semething like $800,000,000. Who knows? Yet
we are taking $140,000,000 of the people's money and turning
it over to a private lessee for a return of $1,832,000 a year,
which will not be enough to pay for repairs, which will not be
enongh to pay for replacement. If we spent for replacements
every dollar of the compensation we get every year for the 50
years it would not take care of the replacements, so I am
reliably informed. The Government would be out money if
it kept the plant in the same condition that it is in now, and
.¥et we solemnly propose to pass this bill giving the property
to & lessee for nothing—of course, that is virtnally what it is—
and the bill does not take into consideration the enormous
amonnt of property of the value of $40,000,000 that is down
there now.

Mr, President, I can not understand, in the light of the in-
disputable facts, how any Senator can vote to turn over the
property of the Government te a private corporation or what-
ever sort of corporation it may be.

I next come to the question of the regulation of rates. I
called atfention some time ago to the fact that the distingnished
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon], when he was a Mem-
ber of the House, in discussing the question of rates, said it
would be entirely proper to have regulation of rates provided
the Government built the dam, but as the power company pro-
posed to build that dam there was no reason for regulating
the rates. That view was taken and the amendment then
pending was voted down. But, Mr. President, notwithstanding
the adoption of the Walsh amendment there is no national
regulation of rates provided for in the bill. -The Walsh amend-
ment does not do it F

Do Senators know what the Walsh amendment does in sub-
stance and effect? All that the Walsh amendment does in
substance and effect is to provide that'in the event that Ala-
bama and Tennessee and the other States near by have no
utility commission to regnlate rates, then there is to be a Fed-
eral Government regulation. All of those States have public
utility commissions and therefore there will be no governmental
regulation. The Walsh amendment is absolutely valueless to
all intents and purposes. If any Senator is voting for the bill
on the ground that the Walsh amendment takes care of the
regulation of rates he had better look at the amendment again
before hie votes for it. Itwdoes not regulate rates, but they are
left to the State public utility commissious.

Some days ago when discnssing this matter I had some-
thing to say about the Alabama Utililes Commission. Of
course I did not intend to reflect on those gentlemen person-
ally or any of them. I do not kmow any of them. I expect
they are all very excellent gentlemen. I do not know them,
but I assume they are all well-meaning men. I have no
doubt that they are, and I am willing to assume that they
are. However, I have in my hand & defense made of that
commission by the Alabama Age-Herald in its issne of De-
cember 21, 1924, which I am going to take the liberty of read-
ing, The editorial is entitied * McKerrar partly right,” and
reads as follows:

M’EFLLAR PARTLY RIGHT

Senator McKeEnLan's charge that the Alabama Public S8ervice Com-
mission grants unduly high rates to the Alabama Power Co. un-
doubtedly contains a germ of truth, but very improperly and unjustly
places the blame upon the Alabama Commission. The peopls of Ala-
bama remember how narrowly they escaped paying rates at least 30
per cent higher than those now prevailing,

I stop here long enough' to say that in Cleveland, Ohio, a
gteam plant furnishes 40 kilowatts of electricity for $1.20.
The Alabama rate is $3.06, about 230 per cent more than the
steam plant rate in one of the large cities in Ohio. The Ala-
bama Power Co. at the time was seeking to make them 30
per cent higher.

Mr. HEFLIN. How do those rates compare to the rates in
Tennessee?

Mr. McKELLAR. They are about the same. The same
interests virtually control in both States, and the rates are
about the same. They at least have a community of interest.
I believe they are a trifle higher in Tennessee, as I remember
the figures.

The people of Alabama remember how narrowly they escaped pay-
ing rates at least 30 per cent higher than those now prevalling. The
people remember how the power company almost succeeded in obtaln-
ing from the former State commission a much higher valuation based
not on the Items specifically required by law to form the basis of
such valuations for rate-making purposes, but bssed on a purely
nominal figure having no proportiopate relation to such Items. Tha
company sought in every way to evade an examination of its books,
and the wvaluation now existing was arrived at by a compromise
rather than by exact calculation.

This result was not due to lack of desire on the part of the present
commission to determine eguitably the proper valuation, but was
due to the commission’s lack of adequate auditing force properly to
examine the company’s business, The last legislature, under the In-
fluence of Governor Brandon, and perhaps also of the power com-
pany, refused to grant the commission that appropriation necessary
to employ an auditing force of the requisite ability and numbers to
inguira into the cost of utility operations in this State. There is
only one organization in Alabama that knows how much It costs to
produce power In this State, and that organization is the Alabama
Power Co. Needless to say, the company will never tell of its own
volition,

Meanwhile the affairs of the company flourish like the green bay
tree, only more so. Everybody desires that the company shall pros-
per. It is to the public advantage that 1t shall prosper. But there
ie stronmg reason to believe that it is profiting unduly out of its pres-
ent abllity to escape that careful and capable examination that the
public welfare reguires. There is suspicion that the company enjoys
unknown and considerable items in its appraisal that are a direct
and an unjustified tax npon the comsumers of hydroelectric current in
Alabama, and that the very cost of its operations is under present
circumsiances a sealed book to the State commission.

By the way, I am' informed that the public records in
Montgomery, Ala., show that this eompany's properties are
assessed for taxation at $4,000,000 and that the utility com-
mission is permitting them to earn a return on $14,000,000.
This is indefensible, if true.

I read further from the editorial:

The commission, at the last session of the legislature, applled for
an adequate and competent auditing force, not comparable with the
auditing force maintained by even one large utility in this State, bat
regarded as sufficient to protect the publiec Interest., This force asked
for was to match itself agalnst the wits and talents of those in the
employ of certain utilities and fighting to prevent that thorough in-
gpection of records and arrival at a fair valnation contemplated by
law. By this shortsighted policy of refusing the force asked for, the
Governor and the Legislature of Alabama have doubtless cost the
people of this State.annually many, many fimes the sum saved by the
refusal. It Is pertinent to remember that the public serviee commis-
slon was given no hearing on this important item of auditing appro-
priation, but the application was summarily denied by the legislature,

Senator McKELLAR is probably right in his statement as to power
rates in- Alabama belng much higher than they should be. But he
unjustly places the blame upon the Btate commission Instead of upon
Governor Brandon and the legislature which nullified the commission’s
plan to find out just how much it really costs to produce power in this
Btate.

Mr, President, if the Alabama Public Utilities Commission
prevented another raid upon the people, prevented an increase
of rates by 30 per cent being put upon the people of Alabama
as stated in this editerial, it is entitled to credit for that
service, and I congratulate it upon that serviee, but, Mr.
President, if it is allowing that company to pay taxes on
$4,000,000 worth of property only while the company is allowed
to earn returns on §$14,000,000 worth of property, then that
commission is not doing its duty, and I suggest to it not to
indulge in criticisms of other people. Anyone of the members
of the commission ean go to the books in Montgomery and
find for himself those figures and can act upon those figures:
So, Mr. President, my idea is that if we are going to turn the
fixing of these rates over to a State commission we shall be
without any regulation of this great property.

Mr. President, with one or two more suggestions I shall
have coneluded. A great deal has been said about public and
private operation. I have in my hands copies of two bills for
electrie lighting. One bill, under public ownership in Canada,
is for 334 killowatt-hours at a cost of §3.55. I have in my hand
a copy of another bill for exactly the same number of kilowatt-
hours—334 kilowatt-hours—in the city of Washington, and
that bill is for $23.18. The difference between the two bills
is the difference between $3.65 and $2318. If that is the
difference between public ownership and private ownership, I,
for one, am in favor of the public operation of this plant,
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The Washington bill is 650 per cent greater than the Canadian

bill for exactly the same amount of current.

Mr. President,

I ask as a part of my remarks to insert copies of these two
bills and I also ask that they may be printed in parallel

columns in the RECoRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Capper in the chair).
Without objection, the Senator’s request will be granted.
The matter referred to is as follows:

Under public ownership the
“ Ontario system " of water-power
development sells electricity to
Canadian homes thus: One month,
3384 kilowatt-hours, §3.35.
J. CuLLIM,
250 Victoria Avenue, Niagara
Falls, Ontario,

To THE HYDRO-ELECTRIC SYSTEM,
Dr.

Under private ownership the
Washingten (D. C.) Electrie Cor-
poration charges the American
home consumer thus: One month,
834 kilowatt-hours, $23.18.

Dr. C. B. Kixg,
102 Beverly Court, Washing-
ton, D, O,
To Poromic ELecTric Power Co.,
Dr.
From December 14, 1922, to

Main Office, 120 Welland Avenue,
January 15, 1923:

Niagara Falls, Ontario
120 kilowatt-hours, at
To electric-light service for 10 cents per
July, 1922 kilowatt-hour.. $12. 00
Present meter reading, 214 kilowatt-hours, at
847 $0.30 5.225 cents per

Previous meter read- lowathhonr.: (18
coing‘ 5%1&30 i 60 A kilowatt-hour 11
nsumption in 0- 5
watt-hours, 334.504_ 8. 04 334 tohto:;l!s __k_jf'fffff 23.18
Gross Bl oo to st oo ns 3.94
Less discount of 10 per
cent .
Net bl oo 3. 55
No discount after August 15,

1922,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, a few days ago I read an
editorial which seems to me to sum up this situation as well
as it could possibly be summed up. That editorial, which is
of date January 7, 1925, and is entitled “A $100,000,000 pres-
ent,” reads as follows:

One little piece of Wall Street news reads thus: “General Electric

went to a new high for all time.”
General Bleciric, you know, is the big corporation that expects to

transform Muscle Shoals into a little Teapot Dome of its own, with

some  dignified senatorial help.

If General Electric got, and the people lost, that power property,
about as they lost their oil property, General Electric would be worth
more by at least one hundred millions.

Wall Street gamblers have observed that big corporations usually
zet what they want. Somehow, it seems to dignified Senators, the
right thing to let them have what they want. i

However, little people, if wise, will gamble cautiously, even in Gen-
eral Electric. SBome Senators, like Normis of Nebraska and WALSH
of Montana, lack appreciation of the corporation’s right to take public
property.

Mr. President, I am so thoronghly convinced that the Un-
derwood substitute, if enacted into law, would not be best for
the Government or for the American people that I shall be
constrained to vote against it.

I have nothing against the Alabama Power Co. or against
any other company; I want them to prosper; I should like to
see every corporation in this country prosper; I should like to
see every individual in America prosper; but, Senators, we
have no right to make any particular corporation prosper at
the expense of all the people. This is the Government's prop-
erty that we are proposing to give away. This property has
been paid for in taxes by the American people. We are the
trustees of the American people. It is our duty to make the
best out of this property for the American people.

The Norris substitute provides exactly the same benefits for
the farmer which the Underwood amendment provides or
claims to provide. The Norris amendment also provides that
the property shall be kept intact always as a Government
property for use in time of war. We need not think that we
are not going to have other wars. Wars are likely to come
at any time. It is the duty of America, after having prepared
this great war asset and completed it, to keep it in its own
hands and not to transfer it to some private corporation in
order that that corporation may further exploit the people and
the communities near where it is located.

So,Mr. President, I sincerely hope that the Underwood sub-
stitute may in the end be defeated. I think it would be better
that the Norris substitute as amended be passed, but, under
no cireumstances, ought the Underweod substitute be adopted
by the Senate.

I do not see how Senators on either side of the Chamber
can find it to their interest or to the interest of their Govern-
ment or to the interest of the American people or to the in-
terest of any part of the American people, except those who
are actually interested in getting the property, to vote in favor
of the Underwood measure, and I hope, upon mature reflection,
they will not do so.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, while my friend from Tennes-
see was addressing the Senate I could not refrain from think-
ing of the very strong speeches he has made against the
Norris bill in the past and how ably and earnestly he has
supported the bill containing the Ford offer. The provision
in the Ford offer which appealed to me so strongly at the
outset was that which required the manufacture of fertilizers
for our farmers in time of peace and nitrates for the Gov-
ernment in time of war. My colleague [Mr. UxpeErwoobp] has
written Into his substitute the same provision that was in
the bill accepting the Ford offer and several amendments have
been adopted which have made that provision of the Under-
wood substitute even stronger than when the Senator from
Ténnessee supported so ardently the bill accepting the Ford
offer,

I confess that I do not understand the changes that have
taken place here regarding this important matter. The Sena-
tor from Tennessee indulges in speculation along this line,
and why should we not be permitted to do so? If I supported
the bill embodying the Ford offer in the outset and advocated
the provision in it requiring the manufacture of fertilizers
for our farmers—and I still support that provision, which, as
I have said, has been made stonger by amendments adopted
at this session of the Congress—why should I be criticized
by one who, along by my side, also supported the bill accept-
ing the Ford offer for weeks and months and years, but now
finds himself suddenly over in the camp of the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris],

If my recollection serves me aright, the Senator from Tennes-
see has presented telegrams and petitions time and time again
from the people of his State indorsing the Ford offer. The
Senator has made some speeches on the subject. I am having
them looked up now and I may be able to read some of his
statements to the Senate—some that he made here on another
occasion in support of the Ford offer.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I will say that I have
not received any petitions and memorials from any of my con-
stituents, so far as I now recall—not a single one—asking me
to support or vote for the Underwood substitute. One gentle-
man in the State said that he rather looked with favor on
that measure, but he was not wedded to it and, if there were
any possibility of the Alabama Power Co. getting control of
the property under the Underwood measure, he would be as
much opposed to it as am I.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Underwood substitute has been before
the Senate for only a very short time. The bill accepting the
Ford offer was pending here for three years. The petitions
the Senator from Tennessee received regarding that bill came
in about a year ago. It may take two years for the informa-
tion to get there so that the Senator's constituents may become
thoroughly informed as to the true situation here.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; they are very much quicker than
that.

Mr. HEFLIN. I know they are very alert; they are splen-
did people, the very salt of the earth——

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HEFLIN. And that is why I am fearing now that my
friend is going to have trouble in explaining his swapping
horses on this measure.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no, Mr. President; they are behind
me. I am getting telegrams and letters daily congratulating
me.

Mr. HEFLIN. And swapping so quickly that he has amazed
me by the rapidity of his action.

Mr. McKELLAR. I should like to jar the Senator a little.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the farmers are not being con-
sidered very much here by some Senators, I fear, although we
are right at the point now where we can do something for
them, where we can really get action on a measure and pass
it and have the President approve it and make disposition of
Muscle Shoals in a way that will make sure that the farmers
of the South will be benefited by it. !

The Senator from Tennessee now supports the measure of
the Senator from Nebraska. He did not do that at first, He
got up close to it and then he shied off from it; he then went
closer to it and it looked a little better to him, and finally,
with Groree Norris, with outstretched arms and smiling, say-
ing “Won't you come over with me,” and the Senator from
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Tennessee safd, “I will,” and he fell upon the bosom of the
Senator from Nebraska and wept. [Laughter.]

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, so that the REcorp may
be absolutely correct—and I know the Senator would not de-
gire and does not intend to have it otherwise—I want to sug-
gest to the Senator that the Senator from Nebraska aecepted
an amendment to his amendment providing that exactly the
- same amount of fertilizer shall be manufactured for the benefit
of the farmers as are required to be manufactured under the
Underwood substitute. Such is my belief about the matter
that, with that provision thus protecting the farmers as far
as it was possible to do so, I felt that the farmers were safer
in the hands of the Government of the United States, so far as
the manufacture of fertilizers at the Muscle Shoals plant is
coucerned, than they were in the hands of the Alabama
Power Co.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator had already announced his op-
position to the Underwood bill hefore he reached that far down
the road in his conversion to the Norris bill. The Senator was
really lost between the two measures for a little while. He
was nof for the Underwood bill; he was not for the Norris bill;
he was on the mourners’ bench; he was contemplating very
seriously ‘which way he would go, and finally he went over, as
I have said, to the Senator from Nebraska.

I never thought that the State of Tennessee, which 0Old
Hickory Jackson served and honored so long and in whose soil
his remains sleep to-day, wonld ever have a Senator who would
be supporting u socialistic measure in this body. The Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] undertakes to put the Government
into business against the enterprising citizens of the country.
The bill of my colleague seeks to keep the Government out of
business and fo lease the property to private citizens to oper-
ate it in the interest of the farmers of the country, not because
we think that they particularly want to operate it in the
farmers' interest, but because Congress says in the law that
they shall do it.

Mr; BROOKHART. Mr. President——

Mr, HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. BROOKHART. I should like to ask the Senator about
this socialistic stuff in the bill he is supporting. Does it not
have a govermmnpental operation alternative in it? Is it not a
socialistie bill, too?

Mr, HEFLIN. No. We first state that the President shall
lease the plant, or have the opportunity to lease it, and he
must try to lease it. After he does all in his power to lease it,
rather than permit it to stand idle we say: “If the private
enterprise of the country does not want it and will not operate
it, then it must be operated,” and as the last resort we provide
that the Government shall operate it. The Senator and those
with him, bowever, put the Government in charge of it at the
outset, They do not give private enterprise an opportunity to
operate it. They put the Government, with all its power, right
into competition with the private citizen. That is the attitude
of the Senator from Iowa and the attitude of my friend from
Teunnessee when they support the Norris Dbill.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, Presldent

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield just for a question, because my
friend was so careful not to permit me to make a speech in
his time that I, while replying to him, do not want to be
interrupted by him for that purpose, .

Mr. McKELLAR. I only want to ask a question.

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 yield.

Mr, McKELLAR. 1Is not the prineiple of Government owner-
ship and operation in the alternative part of the Underwood
bill as it is in the other bill? The only difference between the
two bills, as I understand—and I ask the Senator if it is not
truec—is that one goes in first and the other one goes in last.
They both have Government operation.

Mr. HEFLIN. Na, Mr. President. I tried to make that
plain before. Under the Underwood bill every one in the coun-
try who desires to do so may bid for the Muscle Shoals project
and he has an opportunity to take over this plant and operate
it. The President can permit him to do that. He is directed
to do it under this bill; but under the Norris bill the Govern-
ment takes hold of it in the outset and private citizens are told
to get in the background and make way for the march of
socialism in the United States, led by the Government itself,

That is the difference between the two. I know the differ-
ence between a Bolshevik and a Democrat [laughter], and I
know the difference between a Socialist and a Democrat, and I
am getting more and more informed about them and their
vagaries as this debate progresses. My friend from Tennessee
is jost jumping up opposition ghosts here and yonder and
chasging them down the line, and one of them hardly gets out of
gight before he has jumped another one, and he now says that

we make no provision for the maintenance of this dam; that
it might cost $1,000,000.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; for replacement.

Mr. HEFLIN, There was nothing about replacement in the
Ford bill, which the Senator supported for three years without
batting his eye in opposition to its provisions. The Ford bill
provided only $55,000 a year to take care of both dams and
operate the locks. I have seen this dam which is now nearing
completion at Muscle Shoals. It is a great piece of work. It
probably will not have to have anything done to it in a hundred
years. The chief engineer said that the $55,000 that was pro-
vided In the Ford bill was enough.

Mr. President, the Senator from Tenncssee is an able Sena-
tor and he is my good friend, and I want to save him if I
can before it is everlastingly too late; God knows I would
love to see him come home. I want him to come back and get
off the shifting sands on which he stands and build his house
upon the rock. Gronee Norris will get him into guicksand so
deep that he will struggle in vain for a moment and before he
fully knows what has happened everything will be settled in
the sand bed, and the Senator will be under the sand and
unable to see. [Laughter.]

Mr. MCKELLAR. What is the name of the rock that the
Senator wants me to come back to? Is it the Alabama Power
Co. rock?

Mr. HEFLIN. It is the rock of Gibraltar and the cardinal
principles of the Democratic Party.

Mr. McCKELLAR. I do not yield to the Alabama Power Co.
that position.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from Tennessee conjures up
another ghost. He tells us that the Alabama Power Co. is
going to get this plant. I do not know whether it is or not.
He does not know, either. That is another ghost created by
the extraordinary imagination of the Senator from Tennessee ;
and if it suits his purpose to fight behind the Alabama Power
Co., why, let him do so.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am fighting in front of it.

Mr. HEFLIN. Whether the Senator is fighting in front of
it or behind it, it does not make any difference to me.

Mr, McKELLAR. Noj; I am not fighting behind it.

Mr. HEFLIN. It does not make any difference to me, just
so it consoles and comforts the Senator and renders assistance
to him in his effort to excuse himself for supporting the social-
istic measure of the Senator from Nebraska.

My good friend has gotten himself all mixed up again on
Lock 18 on the Coosa River. That was my bill which provided
for building that dam, as I said before. I was in error about
the Alabama Power Co. not being concerned in it.

He was right in the statement that the Alabama Power Co.
wanted to build the dam, but as to the fertilizer end of it—
I am right about that. The fertilizer was to be made there
by the American Cyanamid Co. I stated a little while ago,
and I desire to state again, that by reason of the veto placed
on that bill by Mr. Taft the American Cyanamid Co., which
had already made its arrangements to set up business at the
capital of my State, withdrew, went out of the country, and
is now doing business in Canada, and is making eyvanamide,
putting it in fertilizer, and selling that fertilizer at a profit
in the United States.

The Senator from Tennessee said that he voted for that
bill in the House, and that he voted wrong, and that he is
not going to vote that way any more. Let us analyze that -
statement of the Semator. That bill in the House was for
the purpose of setting up an industry in the United States,
the like of which we did not have in our country. The Senator
voted for that bill. He was, therefore at that time, in favor
of bringing in industries, encouraging them, building them up;
but he now says he is sorry he voted that way, sorry that he
tried to bring this great cyanamide industry into the United
States. We used to be told that he who makes two blades of
grass grow where one grew before iz a benefactor, a distinet
blessing to mankind., Here we were trying to have anether
industry, and one the like of which we never had before. and
the Senator from Tennessee says he is sorry that he rendered
us assistance when we tried to bring in such an industry.

Mr. McKHLLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 will

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator talks about making_ two
blades of grass grow where only one grew before. That is
substantially the argument that the Senator made when he
was in the House about this Coosa Dam. It was that the

Alabama Power Co., through its partner or agent, the Cyan-
amid Co., was going to manufacture nitrates for fertilizers
for the farmers of Alabama and of the South; but were any
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sguch fertilizers ever manufactured there?
been manufactured there?

Mr. HEFLIN. Certainly not. I am going to say now, for
the fourth time, that the bill was not passed and the dam was
not built at that time.

Mr. McKELLAR. But it was afterwards built.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; years later and under altogether dif-
ferent provisions. On the occasion the Senator speaks of there
was no dam built and no law under which the American
Cyanamid Co. could operate and they had to go where they
could get power. It was denied them in the United States by
Mr. Taft's veto, and they were driven out of the United States
into Canada. That is why they did not make fertilizer as
they intended to do and that is why it has not been made.

1 trust that that situation is plain to the Senator now. I
spoke about making two blades of grass grow where only one
grew before, and I am now seeing about me the situation
changed and more than two socialists appear to grow where
only one grew before. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, the Senator from Tennessee says that I
advocated the Lock 18 measure 12 years ago and made the
same kind of argument that I am now making here. This but
proves that I am at least consistent. It shows that I have been
for more than 12 years in favor of having cheaper fertilizer
manufactured for the farmer. I was for it when that bill was
up for consideration in the House. I was for it when the Ford
offer was made more than three years ago. I was for it when
the senior Senator from my State, my colleague [Mr. UnpER-
woon], put the Ford fertilizer provision in his bill, and I am
still for compelling them to make fertilizer at Muscle Shoals.
I am consistent, and that is more than my friend from Ten-
nessee can say with regard to this matter. He was for it when
he was in the House at that time. He now saye that he is
sorry he was for it. He wuas for the Ford bfll when it was
here, and he was against the Norris bill. ‘The Ford bill has
been withdrawn. The Norris bill is now pending. The Sen-
ator has changed from his support of the Ford idea and has
gone over and is supporting the Norris idea. So the Senator
has changed four times in these 12 years, and I am exactly
where I then was when that bill was vetoed by the President.
That bill was killed by the veto of President Taft. This hill
may be killed by the conduct of the Semator from Tennessee
and the Senator from Nebraska and some others. It may be
that the same fate awalits this bill that awaited the bill killed
by President Taft's veto. I am trying to prevent that, Mr.
President.

I opposed the veto of President Taft and I oppose the tactics
now employed to kill this bill, and I want to repeat what I
said the other day: The Senator from Nebraska has vigorously
attacked a Power Trust.

I would not be surprised if there were such a trust. That
Power Trust has never openly said one word against ‘the bhill
of the Senator from Nebraska, and I repeat that its agencies
are smiling in the background whenever the Norris bill sup-
porters attack this bill, because this bill specifically provides
that fertilizer shall be made at Muscle Shoals. Then they are
aided by another trust—the Fertilizer Trust—and that trust
has become s0 indignant and restless and mad that it has now
come out in the open and is issuing bulleting against the
Underwood bill, which contains the fertilizer provision of the
Ford offer.

Mr. President, how does the Senator from Tennessee console
himself in the face of that situation? Here is the Fertilizer
Trust condemning the Underwood bill beeause of the Ford
fertilizer provision in if, and the Senator himself standing
here saying that the fertilizer provision in it is no good. If
that were true, would the Fertilizer Trust be attacking it?
They would he the last ones to open their mouths in condem-
nation of it, because they would much rather have it passed
with a weak, ineffective provision in it, so that they could say
afterwards, “ There is nothing in it; you can not enforce it;
they will make no fertilizer under that provision,” rather than
complain now and give us the opportunity to amend it,
strengthen it, and make it =o that it could be enforced as to
the manufacture of fertilizer. My good friend the able Senator
from Tennessee finds himself again back in the shifting sands.
I do not see how the Senator can reconcile his former posi-
tion—his advocacy of the Ford measure—with his antagonism
now of the fertilizer provision in the Underwood-bill, and his

«antagonism to the Norris bill originally with his warm sup-
port of it now.

Not only that, but he comes along now and finds himself
very much pleased with the bill of the Senator from Ne-
braska because, he says, they have amended it so that ferti-

Have they ever

lizer will be manufactured, as the Ford provision in the bill
of my colleague provides.

Let us see where the Senator from Tennessee now finds him-
self in that regard. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norgis]
day after day, week after week, and month after month has
stood on this floor and said that fertilizer can not be made at
Musele Shoals. Day after day he has said that he doubts if
fertilizer will ever be made there; and yet my friend from
Tennessee, I am sorry to say, is following him. The farmers
of his State are bound to take note of that. The Senator is
supporting a bill the author of which himself declares that in
his judgment they will never make an ounce of fertilizer under
any bill at Muscle Shoals.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—-

Mr. HEFLIN. And when the Senator wakes up, if this
measure shall be killed and the bill of the Senator from Ne-
braska passed, somebody will take that record and say, * Did
not the author of it tell you that he never expected to see any
fertilizer made there? Did he not tell you that it could not be
made there at a profit? And then, even with that information,
Yyou went on and supporfed his bill anyhow and had to climb
over a bill which had in it a provision that would require the
manufacture of fertilizer there, and you stamped on that provi-
sion with both feet in getting over to the measure the author
of which said no fertilizer would ever be made there.”

I now yield to the Senator for a question.

Mr. McKELLAR. As I understood the Senator a moment
ago, he said I had changed my position four tinres while he
had stood pat on his original position. Does the Senator mean
to say now that he is a “standpatter"?

Mr. HEFLIN. Not at all; I never said * stand pat,” either.

Mr. McKELLAR. I was out of the Chamber, and I got only
the subgtance of what the Senator said.

Mr. HEFLIN. That is like a lot of information the Senator
has obtained on this measure—incorrect.

Mr. McKELLAR. That was a serious question, for this
reason: That the Senator understands, of course, that those
associated with him in this fight for the Underwood bill are
largely “ standpatters.” :

Mr. HEFLIN. Those who are supporting this bill are try-
ing to help the President out of a predicament. Legislation
over Musecle Shoals has been hanging fire here for four years,
The Senator from Tennessee has cried out against that delay,
and I am sorry to say he is chief among those delaying it
to-day. I am not sure but that he will vote for the bill of
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Joxes]. I see him eon-
stantly conferring with him. He is nearly as close to him
right now as he is to the Senator from Nebraska, and God
only knows what is going to come out of this strange com-
bination. [Laughter.]

Oh, Mr, President, it seems to me that the Senator is now
supporting anything and everything against the very provision
which he supported in the Ford offer for three years. I do

not know whether the weather has anything to do with a

man’'s attitude on these things or not. I know that we have
very changeable weather here. One day it is hot and the next
day it is cold. It reminds me of the old fellow out in Texas
who wrote back to a friend in Tennessee. He said:

Dear Bill: If yon have not started for Texas, don’t. This is the
most hellacious clhmate in the world. On yesterday, while driving a
yoke of steers across the prairie, one of them had a sunstroke, and
while I was skinning him the other one froze to death,

[Laughter.]

That was a quick change in the weather, Mr. President,
but not much quicker than the change of my friend from Tea-
nessee.

I want to say again that I am sincerely in favor of having
cheap fertilizer manufmctured at Muscle Shoals for our farm-
ers. God knows I have done all I could to help them get cheap
fertilizer. Side by side I have fought with the Senator from
Tennessee, and how I regret to see him leave me. How I
vearn for his presence in battle. How I would love to have
him again by my side, close enough to fee! his elbow touch
mine. Side by side we vofed together for three years, and I
never believed he would prove unfaithful to me. But when
1 saw him making goo-goo eyes at GEORGE NORRIS across the
aigle 1 said, “ Mae, you are flirting.” [Langhter.] And not
only flirting, Mr. President, but they have been holding hands.
and I have lost him. He has gone, and it almost breaks my
heart. [Laughter.]

Oh, Mr President, there are some strange doings aronnd
here. The Senator talks about standpat Republicans voting for
this bill. I will say again that the President evidently wants
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to do something with Muscle Shoals, This thing has been
under consideration a long time, and he himself heard it dis-
cussed for two and a half years when he presided over this
body, and he heard Henry Ford’s lamentations around the
country against failure to act on the matter, and I say to the
Senator from Tennessee that I think the President was for
Henry Ford's offer. I am inclined to believe that if Ford had
not withdrawn his offer the President would have openly sup-
ported it at this session. But Ford has withdrawn it, My
colleague [Mr. UnpErwoon] has put into his bill the Ford pro-
vision, so that the President is consistent, if he was for the
Ford offer, and is still supporting the Ford provision in the
Underwood bill. The difference between the Senator from Ten-
nessee and the President himself is that the President has come
to our position, and the Senator from Tennessee, it seems, has
deserted us.

I believe it was Job who said: “Oh that mine adversary
had written a book.” -

The Senator from Tennessee has made several speeches in
this Chamber, and he usnally makes a good, strong speech. If
his premises were correct, he always made a good speech, but
frequently his premises are wrong, as they are wrong in this
instance, and of course he makes a speech that does not meas-
ure up to those he makes when his premises are good and
sound.

I beg my friend not to join with those who do not want action
on Muscle Shoals at this session of Congress. The people of
Alabama are anxious to have this thing disposed of, as are the
people of Teunessee and the other Southern States and the
whole country. We of the South are mostly interested, of
coursg, The Senator from Tennessee is now sitting by the
s’plenﬁid. genial Senator from the State of Washington [Mr:
JoxEes], a State 3,000 miles from Muscle Shoals. Come back
on this side of the Chamber, my friend. I am from Alabama.
Both of us are from the South, Our farmers, of all the farmers
in the country, need this fertilizer most. We need to buy it at
half the price we are now paying. Come back on this side and
consult with your brethren, those who represent the oppressed
farmers of the South, and do not talk so much to the distin-
guished Senator from the far-away State of Washington, who
would not know a cotton blossom from a jimpson-weed leaf,
[Laughter.] He does not know anything about our problems,
and- I appeal to my friend not to talk to him so much about
this legislation. You Senators arouse my suspicions. I fear
you have something up your sleeves; that some of you are
trying to postpone action on this matter at this session of
Congress. Some of you will support the Jones bill, some of you
will support the Norris bill, and some of us will support the
Underwood bill, and are we going to permit ourselves to wind
up by doing nothing? If so, when the doors are finally closed
on the 4th of March and we walk out of this Chamber the
Power Trust will say to some Senators, “ Hurrah for you hoys.
You accomplished your purpose and you never showed your
hand.”

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] can not get away
with the grand-stand play that he has inaugurated here. The
power companies, when they appeared before the Agricultural
Committee bidding for Muscle Shoals, sat there day after day
and manifested every symptom of friendliness and sympathy
toward the bill of the Senator from Nebraska. There is no
doubt about that. No member of the committee can deny that.
When we got to talking about what we would do with the Ford
bill some of us would ask, “ Do you not think this could be
done under the Ford bill?”" They would shake their heads.
And they made it plain that as between the Ford bill and the
Norris bill they preferred the Norris bill. Yet the Senator
from Nebraska stands here and talks and walks around roaring
like a lion about a Power Trust, when the Senator, consciously
or unconsciously, is doing just exactly what the Power Trust
wants done. They do not want this Underwood bill passed
with the Ford fertilizer provision in it.

Mr, President, this bill has been amended so that it is fair
to the States round about Muscle Shoals with regard to power
distribution. An amendment has been agreed to, offered by the
Junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georoce], which provides
that the power, outside of that nsed in the manufacture of
fertilizer or nitrates, shall be equally distributed among the
States round about. That is as fair as could be. Not only
that, but I want to remind my friend from Tennessee that there
is an amendment in the bill, offered by my good friend the
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harmnis], which gives the
farmer preferepce in buying fertilizer made at Muscle Shoals,
He is to have a chance to buy the whole supply before any-
body else can get a pound. Yet there is talk around here to
the effect that the farmer is not being looked after properly in
this bill, I know what our opportunities are in this bill. If

it is not what it should be, let us amend it and make it so, We
should not try to find flaws in it for the purpose of aiding
somebody else with something else. The opportunity is ours
right now to pass this bill, and I believe that it is the only one
that we have a chance to pass at this session of Congress which
will make sure the manufacture of cheap fertilizer for our
farmers.

The Senator from Tennessee, my good friend, finally comes
around and says a kind word for the Alabama Power Co. He
says it has really made a better bid for Muscle Shoals, a better
proposition, than the Underwood bill provides for. That would
not indicate that the Alabama Power Co. was interested very
much in this proposition. We have not seen any signs of it dur-
ing this debate, which has lasted for about six weeks. My col-
league told the Senate that the president of the Alabama Power
Co. told him he would not bid for Muscle Shoals under the
provisions of his bill. Why does the Senator from Tennessee
keep calling this measure a subterfuge and insinuating that
We are supporting a subterfuge when there is no evidence here
to support his contention? There is no evidence here that the
Alabama Power Co. would bid, and as I have said the president
of that company has told the author of this bill that he would
not bid under the provisions of this bill. The Presidest must
say who is going to lease this Muscle Shoals property. He
said in his message to us that he was in favor of making
fertilizer at Muscle Shoals, Senators, the question here is,
Are we going to throw away this opportunity of compelling
the manufacture of cheap fertilizer for the farmers of the
country, or are we going to divide our forces and support
first one thing and then another, and because of our failure
to agree or stand together reach the end of the session with
nothing done with Muscle Shoals?

Mr. Presidonf, I am glad to say that several of those who
have voted with him on other questions during the considera-
tion of this bill are not going with him on the Jones amend-
ment. I am hopeful that it will not receive from this side
of the Chamber more than half a dozen votes in any event,
I even hope that it will not receive any votes, because I
think I know and, as Senator SMITH said, we all know what we
want to do with this plant at Muscle Shoals no. I think that we
farmers know what they want done with it The farmers,
represented by their bureaus in Washington, are for the Under-
wood bill, which carries the Ford provision for making fer-
tilizer. The farmers over the South need the benefits that will
come from the bill if we can just get behind it and enact it
into law,

Let me make this appeal to my friend from Tennessee: Let
us from the South, at least, quit scolding and criticizing and
get right down to business, and if the Underwood bill is not
yet what we want it to be let us offer amendments to it and
make it represent our views. Let us unite our forces from
the South at least, where the farmers are paying twice as
much for fertilizer as they should pay. Here is an opportunity
to manufacture 2,000,000 tons, one-fourth of the present yearly
supply, which will control the price. Then the farmers of
Tennessee, who now pay some $14,000,000 annually for fer-
tilizer, will get it for $7,000,000, The Senator will be serving
his own constituents as well as mine,

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr, HEFLIN. 1 yield.

Mr. MCKELLAR. The Senator invites me to offer amend-
ments to perfect the bill. The best way to perfect the bill
in the interest of the people is to provide for Federal regi-
lation,

Mr. HEFLIN. On that particular amendment I did not
agree with the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. I offered such an amendment and it was
voted down by the Senator and those who with him are sup-
porting the bill. It does not offer much inducement to Sen-
ators to try to perfect the bill when the Senator and those
organized with him vote down all amendments that would be
beneficial and in the interest of the people and in the interest
of the farmer and the consumers of the power.

Mr. HEFLIN. T differ with the Senator on the question
involved there of Federal control. I am noi :n favor of Federal
confrol. I am a States-rights Democrat. I do not believe in
Federal legislation that destroys the sovereign States of the
Union. When it is undertaken here to reach into the State
and deprive it of the right to regulate the institutions operating
within its borders, it is saying in effect that they are not honest
enough or intelligent enough to control these things themselyes,
That is why I am against the centralizing of power at Wash-
ington. I believe in permitting the States to regulate the rates
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involved here if it can be done. The Senator offéred an amend-
ment to a propesition that is now coming into being and wants
Federal control of it. Why should the Federal Government
regulate these rates so far as Alabama is concerned? We

liave a splendid commission for that purpose. We provide in

this bill that when the power goes across into Tennessee the
commission of Tennessee can regulate whatever goes into that
State, and why not? Tennessee is a great State. :

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will permit me, that would
be impossible, because there is an Alabama statute that pro-
hibits the Alabama Public Utility Commission from consider-
ing an application for the use of power in another State,

Mr, HEFLIN. That of course could be regulated by the
Federal Government if it becomes an interstate propesition.
PBut the Senator's amendment went right to the roots of the
proposition and wanted the rates regulated even in my State
by the Federal Governinent. I am not going fo vote for these
things that I call Federal interference with the rights of the
States and local self-government. There is too much of that,
Mr. President, and some day the people are going to wake up
and ask a Senator, “ If we commission you to go to Wash-
ington to represent us at the Capital, what are you going to
do? Are you going to give more power to the Federal Goy-
ernment and take away from the States the powers that
rightly belong to them, or are you going fo maintain the
rights of the States to protect them against Federal usurpa-
tion?"™ That is what is going to be asked some day by the
people in the various States of the Union.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

AMr. HEFLIN. Certainly. I am always giad to yield to
my friend from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I merely wish to say that if that question
is not asked pretty soon there will be no occasion for asking it.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator is right. Some people here
are absolutely running mad over bureaucracies and commis-
sions, a destroying of the rights of the States, and it is being
done by men commissioned here fo protect those rights.
What are we coming to? The Senator from Tennessee can
search my record if he wants to, from the time 1 came into the
House in 1904 until this good honr, and he will find that I have
always tried to safeguard those rights; so he need not express
any surprise when I vote against any amendment he offers
which undertakes to take away from my State the right to say
what shall be charged for power produced there when the
matter is under the control of my State. I am not in fayor
of surrendering the right that the people of my State have
of regulating State matters in my State..

The Senator talks about the General Electric stock going
high in price in Wall Street. What has that to do with the
Underwood bill containing the Ford offer regarding fertilizer?

Mr. McKELLAR. It went higher when the Underwood sub-
stitute was agreed to.

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 did not hear the Senator’s last statement.
The Senator might as well say that hay advanced in price in
Chicago yesterday. It had nothing to do with this bill. There
may be a General Electric Power Co. The Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] has repeuatedly said that he is in
favor of a “giant power concern,” I am opposed to it. I
think we wounld be better off if we had 48 separate and dis-
tinet power concerns, one in every State in the Uniom, instead
of concentrating all of that power into the one giant power
concern which the Senator from Nebraska says he favors.
He is the man that my friend the Senator from Tennessee is
now following in this legislation. I am not following him. He
is too socialistic for me. He has just about reached the point
where he would not recognize a good old American principle
of government if he were to meef it in the road.

1 want my other friends, who were not in the Chamber a
moment ago when I was talking about this feature of the bill,
to know what 1 said about making fertilizer at Musecle Shoals
onder the bill of the Henator from Nebraska. The Senator
from Nebraska has repeatedly said that he did not believe any
fertilizer would ever be made there. He has repeatedly said
that he did not expect to see it made there. I think that he
siaid it ought not to be made there.

My friend from Tennessee evidently does not recall his state-
ments in regard to that. I call on my friend fromn Tennessee
to look into this matter.

The Senator from Tennessee refers te Wall Street. The
Wall Street Jonrnal had an article in it shortly after Ford
withdrew his offer, which read something like this:

Chitean nitrate stocks advanced in price when it became known
that Ford's offer had been withdrawn. The Chilean nitrate people
feared Ford's offer. They believed that fertilizer would be made at
Muscle Shoals and they dreaded this thing more than anything else,

That is the substance of the statement.

The stocks of the Chilean nitrate company went up when
Ford withdrew his offer. They ought to go up again when the
Ford provision in the Underwood bill is being attacked by my
good friend from Tennessee and others under the leadership
of the Senator from Nebraska. Why not? Everything that
helps to befeg the issue, every stone rolled in the way of the
Ford provision in the Underwood bill, ought to cheer the
Chilean nitrate people, of course, and it ought to compel their
stocks to go up. 2

Mr. President, I did not rise to discuss this measure at
length. I want to close with this thought: The farmers of
the Sounth, practically all of them, were committed to and
were ardently in favor of the Ford offer. They were for it
above all things, because it offered to them hope and oppor-
tunity to get away from the robbery and oppression of the
Fertilizer Trust. They saw in it an opportunity at some day
not far distant when they could actually save to themselves
in the Southern States $100,000,000 a year; and oh, what a
blessing that would be to our farmers in the South, burdened
yet with debts and unpaid taxes piled up during the deflation

‘panic of 1920 and 1921. How it would help them, Senators, to

get out of debt and be free men again. How that $100,000,000
saved every year would help them to buy the comforts and
necessities of life for themselves and their families in their
homes upon the farms. Oh, Mr. President, $100,000,000! T
put it at a hundred millions; I believe it would be fifty millions
more.

The senior Senator from my State has, ready for passage, a
bill containing the Ford proposition, as I have said, amended
by the Senate that requires the Alabama Power Co., or what-
ever company gets Muscle Shoals, to manufacture this fertilizer
and not to make over 8 per cent above the cost of production,
which means half the price at which it is selling to-day.
Practically all the witnesses before our committee said it conld
be done, and I am hoping we will, by our action at this ses-
sion of Congress, have the opportunity to do it. But if certain
Senators bring about the defeat of the measure and if Com-
gress adjourns with somre bolsbevistic measure passed in its
stead, or if the Congress adjourns with nothing American hav-
ing been done, these Senators can flatter themselves as having
been the instruments, with their knives in their hands, which
stahbed to death the only opportunity before the Senate to
make cheaper fertilizer for the farmers of the South ind the
country. That is the positive attitude in which they are bound
to find themselves. There is no escape from it.

Mr. President, since the Government first declared its pur-
pose to make nitrates at Muscle Shoals for the Government
in time of war and fertilizer for the farmer in time of peace,
1 have been steadfastly in favor of it. Somebody some time
back in fhe States who desires to run for the Senate is going
to read the Recorp and is going to get at the truth. It will
be told to the people and when the farmers know that those
who stood in solid phalanx for three years batfling against
the ramparts of the Fertilizer Trust, fighting for the Ford pro-
vigion, for cheap fertilizer, they are going to want to know
why they breke ranks at this session of Congress and followed
off after the Senator from Nebraska with his bolshevistie, so-
cialistic program, which means that there will be no fertilizer
made for the farmer at Muscle Shoals if he has his way in
this matter.

AMr. COPELAND. Mr, President, after the eloquent address
to which we have just listened it reguires some bravery to
undertake to divert the thought of the Senate even for a
moment from the subject of Muscle Shoals. However, I
desire at this time fo make a brief statement regarding
America’s interest in airship construction. [After a pause.]

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKerLar] desires to
have me vield for five or ten minutes in order that he may
make a reply to the Seunator from Alabama [Mr. HerLix].
If 1 muy yield without losing the floor, I shall be very happy
to do so.

Mr. HEFLIN. If any question of faet shall be involved
in the reply of the Senafor from Tennessee, I shall desire an
opportunity to reply to him.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I think that there ¢an be
no question of fact involved, but I shall be very glad to have
my good friend reply if he shall so desire.

The Senator from Alabama hus had something to say about
the company that I have been keeping. He charges me with
voting with the seunior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]
and thinking or voting with the senior Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Joxes]. I do not know but what I shall plead guilty
to both charges, so that there may not be any guestion about
the fact, but, while talking of line-ups, I want to call the

-
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attention of the Senator from Alabama to the distingumished
progressive company that he has been keeping lately on the
Republican side of the Chamber. I wish to read the list of
those who voted for the Underwood substifute. I shall not
read all of the names but I shall merely read enough of them
to show the company that the Senator from Alabama is
keeping in this matter.

Mr., HEFLIN, The Senator, though, does not object if I
have converted them to the right course for once in their
lives, does he? -

Mr. McCKELLAR. I hope the Senator has, but I am not so
sure that the Senator has converted the well-known pro-
gressives whose names I am about to read. I am rather
inclined to think these well-known progressives have rather
couverted the Senator to their way of thinking, I desire to
read the list of yeas on the Underwood substitute. They are:

Barr, a well-known progressive; Burper, a well-known
progressive; CameroN, a well-known progressive; CURTIS, a
well-known progressive; DALg, Ebpce, Frss, HaLe, KEYES,
McCormick, McLeAN, MeANs, METCALF, ObpIiE, PEPPER, PHIPPS,
Reen of Pennsylvania, SHORTRIDGE, SM00T, STANFIELD, STER-
LiNG, WapswortH, WarreN, WELLER, and WILLIS,

Those Senators are perfectly splendid Senators. I do not for
a moment read their names for any other purpose than merely
to show how changes have come over the spirit of the dreams
of the Senator from Alabama. Think of the Senator from Ala-
bama yoking up with those well-known progressives of the
Senate. I think the Senator from Alabama is to be congratu-
lated or these well-known progressives on the Republican side
are to be congratulated, and I will leave that matter to individ-
ual opinion.

Mr., HEFLIN. Mr. President—

Mr, McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. " If the Senator will permit me, I desire to
remind him of the statement which is found in the Scriptures
in reference to an ancient city upon which a curse was about
to fall, that if there could be found in it one righteous man the
city would be spared.

Mr, McKELLAR. If the Senator from Alabama is admitting
himself to be the one righteous man who voted for the Under-
wood substitute, I hope he may in some mysterious way yet
save the others.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I can not allow the passage of
Seripture as quoted by the Senator from Alabama to go unchal-
lenged. The statement is that the city would be saved if 10
righteous men were found therein.

Mr. HEFLIN. But I think it finally said one.

Mr. SMITH. No; it did not get down to one, for the man
who was praying was himself a righteous man. The number
was 10. :

Mr. McKELLAR. T admit that the Senator from Alabama
is righteous or not righteous, just as he says himself,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I do not think either of the Sena-
tors can qualify as a biblical student.

Mr. McKELLAR. I accept that statement of the Senator from
Utah, too.

Mr. P’resident, the eloquent speech of the Senafor from Ala-
bama reminds me of the time when I first learned to admire his
oratory. I think the first great oratorical outburst that I ever
heard from the Senator from Alabama was in the House of
Representatives on Aungnst 12, 1912, It is so appropriate to the
bill that is now before the Senate that I think the Senator has
done himself great injustice in not quoting a part of the speech.
I am going to read it at this time in support of the Senator's
position in his fight in this ease, The Senator from Alabama
then said:

If you divide that $1,600,000 by 50 years, there is $32,000 a year
for the use of thiz little strip of river now singing the song of wasted
strength as it rolls its way to the sea. [Applause.] And gentlemen
talk about conservation. Now, what is a conservator? One who pro-
tects from injury. Are we injuring the river? No. We are improv-
ing It for mavigable purposes and at the same time utilizing the power
of that river, now serving no purposes and going to waste. That Is
what we are doing, Mr. Speaker. Conservation and preservation. For
what? For useful purposes. Are we undertaking to do that? Most
assuredly we are; but some gentlemen here are planting themselves
in the way of the development of this river in my distriet. Mr.
Speaker, 1 recall an occasion in this House when Senator BURTON,
of Ohlo, a Republican, then a leading Member of this House, had a
bill providing for the constructjon of a public bullding in his distriet.
It provided that it should be built of granite, and the gandstone people
wanted it bullt of sandstone. Mr. BurToN said, " I ought to have the
right to say of what material it shall be bullt; it is in my district.,”
Some of his own colleagues turned against him, I took the fight up
on this side with other gentlemen here, and I sald the mafter per-

tained to Mr. BurToN’'s district and outsiders had no business running
their noses into it and depriving a Representative of his rights upon
thig floor. [Applause.] We voted with him. We saved the day; and
Democrats and Republicans stood here and saw to it that Mr, BURTON
was allowed to represent his district, Dut we have gentlemen here
who talk about a dam site, and every time they hear of a dam site
or see a dam-site bill they throw a fit. [Laupghter and applause.]
My friend from Illinois [Mr. Foster], my friend from Mississippi
[Mr. Humphreys], and my friend from Wisconsin [Mr, CooPER] all
look crogs-eyed every time they hear of a dam-site bill,

They remind me of the fellow who was treated for the drink habit,

Oll Unele Jerry, in telling the story said: * Old Man Jimmy Simp-
king's boy tuck powerfully to llcker a while back and the old man tuck
the guts of three green gourds and a double handful of green tobacco
stemg and boiled them down to a simmering stew. He then strained
the juice into a glass, give It to his boy on hLls empty stomach early
in the morning.”

“ Well, what became of him?" was the Inquiry. The reply was,
“Oh, he is doing fairly well now. He is getting to where he can
drink a little water biled on the white of an egg and eat a snowflake
cracker if it is browned and powdered good, and give to him In a
spoon, but when we exercise him we have to blindfold him, for the
mere sight of a4 tobacco patch or gourd vine sets him to vomiting again.
[Langhter.] And they can't tell yet whether bhis relishment fer
licker is gone or not.” [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. Speaker, every time these gentlemen hear of a dam site, or see
a dam-site bill, they are miserable, they suffer in the flesh, and here-
after when we exercise the gentleman from Misslssippi [Mr., Hum-
phreys]— :

And, by the way, Mr. Humphreys has not done anything
more offensive than I did the other day. He offered an amend-
ment providing for national regulation of the dam site, and he
was held up to contumely, ridicule, and scorn, just as I have
been held up to-day for committing the same offense, The
Senator from Alabama then proceeded:

and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Foster], we will have to blind-
fold them, because the mere gight of a dam-site bill sets them to heav-
ing and sighing, and we can not tell you whether their relishment for
representing all the distriets in the United States is gone or not,
[Laughter and applause.]

Then, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Foster], the
gelf-gelecied Member from the Natlon at large [laughter], the astute
and self-constituted guardian of every distriet in the United States
[laughter], drew his little legislative blade and, eutting the air as he
came [laughter], rushed recklessly in the arena to defend his people
against the calamity that would overtake them if Congress should
grant a permit to dam the Coosa. [Loud applause and laughter.]

Then, Mr. Speaker, I saw the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr,
Coorer], with an air determined and resolute, rise and lean forward,
eager to hear all that was being said about building a dam across the
Coosa River, down in my district. I could see his nostrils distend
with indignation [laughter] and his eyes flash with the fire of serious
concern [laughter] as he contemplated the outrage about to be perpe-
trated upon his people by the building of a dam across the Coosa
River, way down in Alabama, in my district. [Laughter.] Then I
could hear his big heart beating with fury as he expressed in lurid
language his opposition to the construction of a dam across the Coosa
River [laughter], and as he took his seat I could hear wailing and
gnashing of teeth amongst bis counstituents in far-away Wisconsin,
[Laughter and applause.] Then I seemed to hear his terror-stricken
constituents say, *“ What will become of us and ours? Who will keep
the wolf from the door? Who will sheiter us in time of storm if
they dare to dam the Coosa River?" [Laughter and applause.] Then
they lifted up their voices and shouted in unison with the gentleman
from Wisconsin, * You may dam-the Ohlo and dam the Tombigbee,
you may dam the Hudson and dam the Tennessee, and you may dam
the Mississippi, but dam the Coosa? Not by a dam site.” [Loud
laughter and applause.]

Mr. Speaker, if the men who have grown gray in the service of
their States, and through their States have contributed to the strength
and glory of the Republic, could witness the effort of gentlemen here
to encroach upon the reserved rights of the State by demanding that
the Federal Congress shall prescribe rules of conduct for and demand
toll from a local enterprise In a sovereign State, they would shake
their hoary heads in sadness and admonish these gentlemen to venture
not upon this dangerous road of new nationalism, [Applause.]

If the men in middle life who glory in the traditions of Bunker
Hill and Yorktown, who still cling with Jove and loyalty to the prin-
c¢iples of the Constitution, could witness the effort of zealous but mis-
gulded conservationists to deprive the State of rights and powers
vouchsafed unto it by the founders of the Republic—aye, if the young
men, the hope of the country, the theughtful students of our system
of State and Federal Governmenf, could witness this effort to strip
the State of its just powers and leave it a useless, meaningless thing
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in what Is now the household of sovereign States—they would all
exclaim : * This does not mean conservation, but it means damnation
to the wisest and best system of State and Federal Government ever
devised by the genius of man,” [Applause.]

Here, in plain language, is the conclusion of the whole ar-
gument, although it was not delivered by my distinguished
friend in his speech on this ocecasion:

The question is, Shall we invite capital to come and ald us, capital
encouraged and controlled by State laws, in the development of a
local power plant, or shall we postpone this development, lose this
opportunity to aid navigation, and keep ecapltal out of the State,
becanse of foolish and unauthorized Federal restriction? [Applause.]

Permit the Alabama Power Co. to build this dam across the Coosa
River and establish this nitrogen plant, and you have not only aided
: navigation and advanced the cause of industrial development in Ala-

bama, Lut you have contributed to the comfort, happiness, and pros-
perity of our people. [Applauose.]

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall yield in just a moment.

The Senator from Alabama made substantialys the same
gpeech here to-day; and while he did not mention the Alabama
Power Co., that same power company stands knocking at the
doors of Congress and seeking now just as it did then this
great grant of power for its own private uses, under the pre-
tense of desiring to manufacture fertilizer for the farmers.
It has never manufactured an ounnce of fertilizer for the
farmers. Now it seeks in the same way, on the pretense of
manufacturing fertilizers for the farmers, to get another enor-
mous grant of power. It was a piker then. It is coming for
a giant piece of Government property at this time.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, were we supporting a sub-
terfuge when the Senator and I supported the Ford provision
for compelling the making of fertilizers for the farmers?
Were we supporting a subterfuge when we supported a measure
that gave to the Government less by $40,000,000 than the Un-
derwood bill does?

What I rose to say, however, was that I have been pro-
foundly impressed as the Senator read my speech here, and
probably I was a little severe in my characterizations of him
this morning on his socialistic views. I am now constrained
to believe that there is hope for the Senator, since he has gone
to studying my speeches. [Laughter.]

_ Mr. NEHELY. Mr. President, by way of compensation for the
extreme reticence of the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Herrin], which had escaped our attention until he spoke of
it, I desire to read into the Recorp some rational observations
concerning Muscle Shoals, which appear in to-day's New York
World :

It seems fairly certain now that within the next few days the Sen-
ate will vote finally on the Underwood bill for Muscle Shoals, Debate
has mot ran long enough to convince everybody what the Underwood
plan will do, or even what it is meant to do. But at least there has
been debate enough to tire out the Senate,

The immediate choice, as it now presents itself, is between the Un-
derwood bill, which President Coolidge favors, and the Jones amend-
ment to refer the whole question to a commission for a year's study
and report to Congress. The Wadsworth amendment Saturday re-
celved but five votes, The Underwood bill is a better bill than it was
a month ago. The failure at that time to throw any protective guar-
anties around the water power at the shoals, a failure to which the
World objected, has subsequently been corrected by an amendment pro-
viding guaranties in conformity with the Federal water power act.

Nevertheless, there is so much disagreement among intelligent men
as to what the Underwood bill will and will not do, there is so much
insistence that a rental of 4 per cent on the cost of Dam No, 2 is too
low a figure, there is so much chance that a commission of engineers
can develop new opportunities to use Muscle Bhoals to its best ad-
vantage, that the alternative plan for a year's study is a sensible way
for the Senate to handle its problem. Dam No. 2 will not be ready
until next fall; Dam No. 3 is still a diagram on paper. We should
lose little by waiting a year, and we might lose much by rushing,

The author of the foregoing able editorial might have added,
in the words of an old proverb, * delay is always better than
disaster.”

AMERICA'S INTEREST IN AIRSHIP CONSTRUCTION

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, at this time I desire, as I
gaid, to make a brief statement regarding America's interest
in airship construction,

Whatever contributes fo the annihilation of distance and the
ghortening of time in communication between peoples or in-
dividuals constitutes a distinet .gervice to mankind. What-
ever does this advances the cause of harmonious human rela-
tionships.

The recent trip of the ZR-3 from Germany to the United
States gives promise of a two-day mail and passenger service
between this eountry and BEurope.  No one can question the
incalculable international benefits such a service will confer.

The safety and speed of such travel has been amply demon-
strated. The main condition upon which practicability now
seems to depend is economy of construction and operation.
Thus far this has been accomplished only by European, par-
ticularly by German-built dirigibles. :

I am told that Germany has had dirigible passenger servi
for 15 years. It is stated that eight of their ghips have made
1,691 passenger trips, covering 140,000 miles in 3,708 hours of
travel, without loss of life or even injury to any passenger. I
am informed, too, that professional Zeppelin pilots in Germany
secure life insurance at ordinary premium rates, the companies
recognizing these employees as being engaged in a normal oc-
cupation, which involves no extraordinary risk.

Rear Admiral Moffett revealed recently that the Navy-built
.S’t_I;em:;}doahf costﬂ%g%&'er cubie foot. He advocates the con-
struction of a 6,000,000-foot dirigible rigid airship to cost
$6,000,000. . i :

In this connection it is interesting to observe that the Ger-
man-built ZR-3 was delivered to our Government at a cost of
less than 38 cents per cubic foot. Its builders profess to be
gnxious, if permitted, to deliver additional craft at the same

gure.

Trans-Atlantic air-malil service is undoubtedly coming. Ameri-
can business men already have taken the necessary preliminary
steps to inaugurate its actual operation. They are deterred
only by immediate inability to buy their prospective fleet at
reasonable prices,

The Zeppelin Co. claims its delivery of finished Zeppelins is
a matter of months only, I'rom any other source no delivery is
possible for years.

If these things are true—and whether they are or not can be
ascertained—does it not seem to impose an unnecessary retarda-
tion of an enterprise of such value to human betterment and
progress? . )

Admiral Moffett asserts that dirigibles built at the cost price
per cubic foot of the Shenandoah can carry mail with profit.
The ZR-3 is probably the best airship yet built, and its makers
would fill our order in one-third the time at one-third the cost
of any other estimate so far made, Surely this difference would
be a tidy contribution toward making up our much-discussed
postal deficit.

This is only one of the many reasons why we of America
have a direct practical as well as sentimental and humanitarian
interest in the resnmption of airship construction by the Zep-
pelin Co. It justifies us in protesting against the threatened
destruction of its plant.

We are not advocating that any clause of the treaty of
Versailles be rewritten or reinterpreted. We have no quarrels
with the treaty provision which forbids Germany to build any
airships for military purposes. Experts are in almost unani-
mous agreement on the negligible military value of airships,
anyway. If this is true, the inhibition of the Allies against
German activity in this direction is hardly less than an eco-
nomic crime. :

The status of the international situation is shown by this
quotation from the Washington Post of January 9:

For a long time past Germany has been showing inecreasing dis-
satisfaction with the restrictions placed on the size and power of her
commercial airplanes by the treaty of Versailles. These restrictions
were nine in number and controlled flight radius, lifting power, size,
ete,, their ohject being 1o prevent the comstruction of commereial air-
planes which could in a few hours be transformed into war machines.
The French Government has insisted on these restrictions being main-
tained. The British, on the other hand, are of opinion that they no
longer serve any good purpose, as Germany is mow in possession of
machinery for the rapid construction of war planes and could at very
short notice construct a war air fleet.

The Council of Ambassadors is charged with enforcing the
treaty claunses relating to the use of airships. The Council of
Ambassadors permitted Germany to resume the bnilding of
airships for commercial purposes as of May 5, 1922, and arbi-
trarily defined commercial ships as those having a cubie gas
content of 1,000,000 feet or less, The council thereafter au-
thorized Germany to build the ZR-3, containing 2,500,000 cubic
feet, for the United States Government, but for commercial
purposes only. This ganction, inconsistent with its original
sanection, proper though it may have been, surely characterizes
the previous limiting definition as more or less absurd. To
attempt distinction between military and commercial airships
by size alone is as accurate as it would be to designate an
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armored torpedo boat as a peace ship and the Leviathan as a
man-of-war.

The tendency now is to make larger and larger airships, The
council recognized this in its promise to revise the 1,000,000-
foot limifing restriction by May b5, 1924. But, if I am correctly
advised, this promise remains unfulfilled.

Do our Ruropean friends desire to curtail our air commerce
as our marine commerce has been so effectively crippled? Great
Britain, with government help, is bunilding two huge dirigibles
of about 5,000,000 cubic feet each. American business does not
need nor ask for subsidies if it is only granted the privilege of
buying in the hest market without gratuitous foreign inter-
ference.

Germany has proven herself the leader in airship construc-
tion. Why should this progressive and necessary industry be
forbldden to contribute its share of reparations under the
Dawes plan?

Swift, safe intercommunication of this character is perhaps
the most potent prospective factor in the promotion of inter-
national world-wide understanding and good will. How long
shall we continue to be handicapped by European precaution
against commercial rivalry?

Aeronautic progress and the welfare of the world demand
the resumption of airship construction. Apparently the Zep-
pelin organization is almost or quite the only one of proven
ability to build safe craft and to build them economically. Our
own Government recognized this in arranging for the purchase
of the ZR-3. f

It recognized the same principle when previously it con-
tracted to buy from the Zeppelin Co. a 3,500,000-foot ship
which was to fly around the world without stop. Contracts
were signed by our then Secretary of War. The Zeppelin Co.
bought $£50,000 worth of materials. Construction was about to
start when orders direct from Washington countermanded all
previous orders from the same source, and declared the deal
off. Because the Allies objected, and for that reason alone, our
contract, written and signed by the two parties, became a scrap
of paper. The Zeppelin Co. has never been able to collect
one dollar of money expended by and due it on account of
this transaction.

Are our international commercial policies forever to be con-
trolled by alien diplomatic coercion? Is our advaninge in hav-
ing the world’s only known helium supply to be nullified by
selfish foreign influences?

1t is our right to know why we are deprived of the freedom
to buy airships from the best source; why the Council of Am-
bassadors has not kept its promise to revise the restrictions
on Zeppelin-built airships for commercial purposes; if and when
the conncil intends to make this promise good; why a peaceful
commercial industry should continue to be under allied political
ban, at great cost to Germany, to reparation payments, to
aerial progress, to the United States, and to the world at large.

That was the purpose of the resolution I introduced in the
Scnate on January b, 1925. The text of the resolution is as
follows : \

Whereas the Council of Ambassadors on May b5, 1922, permitted
Germany to resunie the construction of commercial aireraft, and pub-
licly declared its purpose of revising, within two years, the restrictions
jmposed by them relative to the definition of what constitutes com-
mercial aireraft as differentiated from military aireraft, and

Whereas there has been no public announeement of any such revision,
and

Whoreas the interests of this country and of present-day aeronautics
demand the fulfillment of such promised revision: Now therefore be it

Resoloed, that the executive department be requested to ascertain
from the Counefl of Ambassadors its present atltitude toward such
promised revision and to inform the Senate thereof, if not inconsistent
with our national interests.

1t seems to me we should find ont what can be done to correct
the present situation.
THE FRENCH DEBT

Mr. DILL., Mr. President, at this lull in the discussion of
Muscle Shoals I want to take just a moment to discuss an
article which appeared yesterday in the Washington Post and
to put in the Recorn a few figures appearing in that article.

During the past few weeks there has been a great deal of
discussion about the debts of the allied countries to the United
States, and Arthur Sears Henning, in an article which ap-
peared in the Washington Post yesterday, summed it up so
well that I want to put a few of the figures in the Recorn. He
pointed out that if the Allies were to cancel the debts, France
would cancel $2,717,908,500, England $8,684,334,000, and the

United States $12,041,440,921, Without taking the time to
read the article, T should like to have inserted as a part of
my remarks the record as he gives it of the negotiations which
have been had with the varlons countries covering these debts.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be
printed in the Recorn, as follows: j
[From the Washington Post, January 11, 1925]

(By Arthur Sears Henning)

Just because Great Britain Is paying her $4,600,000,000 war debt
to the United States and France avers that she intends to pay her
$1,000,000,000 debt to Uncle Sam sometime, it should not be assumed
that Europe has abandoned the notion of inducing Amerlea to cancel
those bothersome obligaflons.

At no time have Qreat Britaln and France abandoned thelr ma-
neuvers to draw the United States into a position In which it would
be induced or compelled to cancel the debts.

If cancellation were agreed to, France would forgive debts aggre-
gating $2,717 908,500, Great Britain $8,084,334,000, and the United
States $12,041,440,921.

The debts fall into five classes:

1. Money advanced during the hostilities, nearly all of which was
spent in the United States for the purchase of war supplies (author-
ized under Liberty bonds acts).

2, Advances through the American Rellef Administration after the
a;m;stice for the purchase of relief supplies. (Act of February 23,
1919.) ’

3. Bales of surplus war materials after the armistice.
July 9, 1018.)

4. Sales of flour through the United States Graln Corporation.
(Act of Mareh 30, 1920.)

H. Advances through the United States Shipping Board for trans.
portation.

(Act of

ALL DEBTS TREATED ALIKE

The Debt Funding Commission has made no differentiations in the
bandling of the various types of debts, all being treated alike,

Similarly, the commission has rejected all suggestions that money
borrowed but spent in the United Btates for munitions or food should
be separated from funds actoslly eéxported and should be scaled down
:cmrdlng to a lower rate of interest or deferred to some distant

ate.

A brief description of the refunding agreements and of the status
of the negotiations between the United States and other debtor coun-
tries follows:

Armenia : There is no government recognized by the United States.

Austria: The time of payment of princlpal and interest of the
Austrian obligations held by this Government was extended until June
1, 1843, and the lien of the obligation subordinated pursuant to special
authority conferred by joint resolution of Congress approved April 6,
1822,

Belgium : Baron de Cartier, Belgian ambassador at Washington, who
has been appointed by the Beélglan Government to negotiate with the
commission, has stated that he hoped to lay before the commission
proposals for the refunding of the debt. He has had some informal
ilscussion with representatives of the eommission in regard to the
status of the Indebtedness, but no proposals or representations with
reference to its refunding have yet been received. Meanwhile Belzinm
has pald in full interest due on such of her obligations as were in-
curred for the purchase of surplus war supplics.

CUBA HAS PAID IN FULL -

Cuba : The only war debtor of the United States which has paid in
full is Cuba. Her $10,000,000 has been fully discharged with all
interest due.

Czechoslovakia : The representatives appointed by the Government
of Czechoslovakia left the United States in July, 1923, with the un-
derstanding that they would continue their eforts to adjust all differ-
ences beween their accounts and those of the United States and would
return to the United States in order to continue negotiations. On
April 9, 1924, the commission was advised that the minister of
Czechoslovakia at Washington had been authorized by his Government
to proceed with negofiations. No proposals or representations with
reference to refnmding have as yet been recelved.

Esthonia: Mr;, Antonius Piip, minister of Esthonia at Washington,
called at the office of the commission on January 9, 1924, and stated
that he had been instructed by his Governmment to iuform the commis-
sion of its desire to refund its indebtedness to the United States. No
agreement has as yet been reached.

Finland : An agreement was reached on terms similar to those en-
tered into with Great Britain and was approved by act of Congress
of Mareh 12, 1924. Bonds of Finland amonsting to $0,000,000 were
received by the Treasury on March 22, 1022, and payments of interest
and principal are being made regularly,
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KEGOTIATIONS WITH FRANCE

France: In July, 1922, the French Government sent a speclal mis-
sfon, headed by M. Jean V. Parmentier, director of the movement of
funds of the French treasury, to the United States to discuss the
debt with the commission. M. Parmentier laid before the commission
certain data relating to the financial and economie situation of France.
He said that his government desired to postpone for an indefinite
period consideration of the matter, until the financial situation of
France should become more clear, particularly as to reparation receipts
from Germany. No definite settlement has been proposed up to date,
Meanwhile, France has paid in full interest due on such of her obliga-
tions as were incurred after the armistice for the purchase of war
supplies.

Great Britain: An agreement was reached on February 2, 1923,
which was recommended by the President to Congress on Febroary T,
1923, and approved by act of Congress February 28, 1923, Bonds of
the British Government aggregating $4,600,000,000 were received by
the Treasury on July 5, 1923, This agreement is important not only
in itself but as a model for agreements with other governments. The
terms in brief provide:

. Principal of notes to be refunded

Intersst accrued and unpaid up to Dec. 15, 1922,
at $1§ per cent

Tofa) oo
Deduet payments made Oct 16, 1922, and Nov. 15,

$4, 074, 818, 350, 44
629, 836, 106. 99
4, T04, 654, 465, 43

1922, with interest at 43§ per cenf_————_______ 100, 526, 379. 69
Total .__ 4, 604, 128, 085. T4

Amount thereon to Dec, 15, 1022 to be paid in
cash 4,128, 085. T4

Total principal of indebtedness.—.————..._ 4, 600, 000, 000. 00

The principal of the bonds ghall be paid in annual installments on a
schedule subject to the right of the British Government to make these
payments in three-year periods, The amount of the first installment
will be $23,000,000 and these annual installments will increase with
due regularity during the life of the bonds until, in the sixty-second
year, the amount of the installment will be $175,000,000, the aggre-
gate installment being equal to the total principal of the debt.

Interest is to be payable upon the unpaid balances at the following
riates on December 15 and June 15 of each year: At the rate of 3 per
cent per annum payable semiannually from December 15, 1922, to
December 15, 1932 ; thereafter at the rate of 34 per cent per annum
payable semiannually until final payment.

For the first five years one-half the interest may be deferred and
added to the principal, bonds to be issued therefor similar to those o!
the original issue.

Any payment of interest or of principal may be made in any United
States Government bonds issued since April 6, 1917, such bonds to be
taken at par and accrued interest.

Payments have been made regularly since the signing of this agree-
ment, chiefly in the form of bonds purchased through their agents in
the open market. Payments in bonds may be expected o long as the
market is not too high,

Greece : No move to refund the existing debt has been made,

SETTLEMENT WITH HUXGARY

Hungary: An agreement was reached on April 25, 1924. On May
20, 1924, the Reparation Commission by unanimous vote agreed that
the new bonds should have the same priority in respect to the assets
and revenues of Hungary as that enjoyed by the obligations entitled
“ Relief series C. P, 1920, for which they were given in exchange,
The settlemént was approved by act of Congress of May 23, 1024.
On May 28, 1924, the Treasury accepted bonds aggregating $1,939,000.

Congress also authorized the Secretary of the Treasury, in his dis-
cretion, to subordinate the lien of the bonds received upon the assets
and revenues of Hungary to that of the $50,000,000 reconstructive loan
approved by the Reparation Commission under date of February 21,
1924, without prejudice, however, to the priority over costs of repara-
tion to which the bonds are entitled. On May 20, 1924, the Secretary
of the Treasury consented to this suobordination. The terms and
arrangements for the payment of interest and principal are substan-
tially the same as those accorded Great Britain.

Italy : The Ifalian Government stated In July, 1922, that it was
prepared to send representatives to this country to negotiate with
the commission, but no further action has been taken,

Latvia: No proposals or representations with reference to refund-
ing have as yet been received.

Liberia: No proposals or representations with reference to refund-
ing have been received.

Lithuania : The Minister of Lithuania in Washington appeared be-
fore the commission on May 16, 1924, and an agreement was reached
on September 22, 1024, and approved by the President on the same

day. The agreement s now before Congress for its approva® The
terms and arrangements are modeled on those made with Great
Britain,

Nicaragua: This indebtedness has not been refunded. Payments
are being made from time to time on aecount of the obligations held
by the United States.

Poland : The Minister of Poland in Washington appeared before
the commission on June 23, and an agreement was executed on
November 14, 1924, and agreed to by the President on the same
date, The agreement now awaits the approval of Congress. The
terms are substantially the same as those made with Great Britain,
except for a provision under which Poland sball have the option to
liquidate amounts due under the agreement prior to 1930 in part
by certain annual payments aggregating $10,000,000 and the balance
in bonds of Poland similar in terms to those originally issued.

Rumania : Representatives of the Rumanian Government appeared
before the commission on November 22, 1922, The exact amount of
the debt was considered and unified. The representatives then ex-
plained the difficulties which their country was facing financially, but
expressed their determination to enter into a definite agreement as
soon as it was possible for them to commence the payment of interest.
No proposals have since been received,

Russia : There {8 no government recognized by the United States.

Jugoslavia : Representatives appointed by the Government of the
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes appeared before the com-
mission April 7, 1924, They stated that their Government intended
to present to the commission a plan for the refunding of its Indebted-
ness fo the United States, but that due to the economic and finan-
cial conditions existing in their country it did not feel that 1t could
do so at the present.

ZBTS DUE GREAT BRITAIN, FRANCE, AND THE UNITED STATES

Here are the amounts of the interally debts:

Debts owed to Great Britain by: France, $2,707,020,000; Italy,
$2,317,248,000; Russia, $2,728,404,000; Belgiom, $502,524,000; Yugo-
slavia, $107,406,000; other nations, $321,732,000. ‘'Total, $8,684.-
334,000,

Debts owed to France by: Russia, $1,111,000,000; Belglum, $584-
300,000 ; Yugoslavia, $300,000,000; Poland, $208,000,000; Greece,
$177,200,000; Czechoslovakia, $106,000,000; other nations, $230,608,-
500. Total, $2,717,908,500.

Interest is not included in the above figures, as the European powers
have never reached an agreement as to the rate of interest on their war
debts. These figures are approximate,

Debts owed to the United States by: Armenia, $14,861,192; Austria,
$20,829,079; Belgium, $471,823,713; Czechoslovakia, $115,528,439;
Esthonla, $17,488,685; (x) Finland, $8,955,000; France, $4,137,224-
834; (x) Great Britain, $4,577,000,000; Greece, $17,250,000; (x)
Hungary, $1,953,542 ; Italy, $2,007,347,122; Latvia, $6,289,092; Liberia
$32,118; (z) Lithuania, $6,030,000; Nicaragua, $140,590; (z) Poland,
$178,560,000; Ruomania, $45,005,448; Russia, $251,383,490; Yugo-
slavia, $64,139,050. Total, $12,041,440,921,

(x) Finland, Great Britain, and Hungary have already refunded
their debts and are paying in on them. The refunding terms have
been approved by Congress.

(z) Lithuania and Poland have made similar refunding agreements,
which will go into effect immediately upon ratification by Congress.

These figures represent’ total indebtedness to the United States, prin-
cipal and interest as of November 15, 1924, from the governments con-
cerned. All unfunded debts are in the form of demand cobligations.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, in this connection I want also to
recall the history of our Revolutionary debtd to France, and her
treatment of the colonists at that time. France is suggesting,
through a rather informal note—I understand it is not to be
taken as an official document of the French Government but
simply a statement by the minister of finance—that she wants
a 10-year moratorium, and 80 years in which to pay the prin-
cipal, with interest at a suggested rate of 116 per cent. So I
say that as a background it is interesting to review the history
of our own debt to France and its payment following the Revo-
lution. :

Some days ago the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bruce] re-
ferred to the fact that there were certain gifts by the French
King during that period, and I find in looking up the facfs
that those gifts amounted to about 10,000,000 livres. The

French King, at the beginning of the Revolution, was not

willing openly to make loans, but preferred to help the Colonists
by secret gifts, through Beaumarchais, and later loans were
made to the amount of something like 34,000,000 livres, a livre
at that time being equivalent to 19 cents of our American
money.

As soon as the hostilities between England and France had
ended, the French demanded a settlement of the debt, and the
United Colonists of that time made a settlement in 1752, before
the treaty of peace between the colonists and England had been
signed. In that settlement it was agreed that the Colonists
would have a three-year moratorium following the declaration
of peace, and the total amount to be paid was 45,000,000 livres.
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The French King at that time said that as a forther mark of
his favor to the United Colonists he wanted to forgive the
interest which had accrued on the colenial debt. We were not
to begin payment of the principal for three years.

The treaty of peace between the Colonies and Great Britain
was signed in September, 1783, but in 1786, under the Articles
of Confederation, the colonists were not able to pay anything,
and the three-year moratorium was in reality extended to 1792,
and we made no payments until that year. The Colonists were
compelled to borrow money in Holland and France to maintain
our foreign representatives during that period, and even to
establish the new Government, after the Constitution had been
adopted.

1 call this to the attention of Congress and of the country
because it shows a very liberal spirit on the part of the French
Government in those days, a spirit which should not be for-
gotten when France's debt settlement is to be considered by
this Government. However, when the new American Govern-
ment did become able to pay and did begin payment in 1792
the new Government paid very rapidly, so that in 1795 the
entire debt had been settled through the making of loans in
Holland.

Mr. President, there are certain similarities between the debt
of the French to-day to this Government and the debt of the
Colonists to the French following the Revolution. It is said
that France spent here in the United States most of the money
which she borrowed from this Government in the late war. So
did the United Colonists spend in’ France the money which they
borrowed from France.

It is said that France's need was desperate, and that she
ghould be ready to pay this debt as quickly as possible. So
was the Colonists’ need very desperate when France advanced
money to save the Revolution. It was so desperate, in fact,
that in February, 1778, when ‘we were pressing so hard for an
additional loan, about 4,000 men had been returned as unfit
for service because of lack of clothes, In January, 1780,
General Washington reported that the Army had been on
short rations of bread for three months, and that the rations
must be ‘shertened.

Another interesting fact is that the ‘French Government
seems to make a distinetion between the money borrowed dur-
ing the late war from this Government and the money bor-
rowed after the war. My information'is that the French Gov-
ernment has paid the interest on thé loans made by this Gov-
ernment since the war ended, but has not paid the interest on
or taken any steps toward the settlement of that which was
lezned during the war.

It happens that the Colonists borrowed some of their money
from France before the end of our war with England and
some of it afterwards; but’ France made no distinetion in
those days in the settlement of the debt, and'1 think our own
Government is correct in the atfitude that we should make no
distinetion to-day. ;

French representatives take the position that this debt
should be considered a-political debt rather than a commercial
debt, because it was money used in a common cause to save
civilization, If that be considered a fair statement, it can
well be said that the money borrowed during the: Revolution
was used to establish democratic:government in the world.
France did not consider that the money she then loaned to us—
primarily, I think, because of her opposition to England and
her hatred of England as the result of other wars—a political
debt, .nor - should  she  now want ‘us to consider her debt a
political debt.

My complaint is not that France asks for liberal terms so
much as that she 'does not make a definite proposal for:any
terms. Six years have passed since the war ended, and still
we have no definite proposal. It seems to:me that France
ought ‘to do what the almost unformed ' Government of the
Colonies did fellowing our war with England—she should
make a definite proposition, offer an agreement to make a com-
plete-settlement of the debt, and thus place this Government
in.a position to be liberal in its attitnde toward the payment
of the debt.

THE AGRICULTURAL PROBIEM

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the outstanding’ feature of the
last political campaign was the interest manifested upon the
part of all eandidates and of all politieal parties in the farmers
of the United States. I do not recall any time in the history of
our country -such a deep-seated affection for any particular
elass of voters as seemed to be manifested toward the farmers
in this lasi eampaign. All eandidates gave particular attention
to their needs and to the eonditions which seemed to envirou
them, and. the most specific pledges -were made to treat’their
conditions after the election was over.

Large amounts of money were sent into the agricultural
States from the manufacturing States for the purpose of advis-
ing the farmers-as to their ills and as to what shonld and
would be done immediately after those who were candidates
were placed in power. Indeed, the eampaign turned in a large
measure upon this question of the agricultural problem. It is
conceded that had the agricultural States taken any particular
view other than that which they did take, the result wonld
have been entirely different.

Now, it is said conditions have wholly changed, that there
is no longer any necessity for considering the agricultural prob-
lems. A very well-organized ‘and apparently widespread cam-
paign is going on to convince the farmer that his condition is
entirely satisfactory. He is now advised that his troubles are
either imaginary or such as are remedying themselves. Ilow
different to the auxious promises of a few weeks ago.

In a paper which I have here onmy desk it is said:

Some Republicans In the Senate still insist there should be a special
sesslon of Congress to take up agricultural legislation, but the majority
feel that the steady improvement of conditions among the farmers will
make unnecessary: any leglslation before the assembling of the regular
session of the Sixty-ninth Congress next December,

That seems to be the attitude which is being assumed upon
the part of the great majority of those in power, to wit, that
there is no longer any necessity for treating the agricultural
problem ; that conditions have so improved that we may put
it aside until it is convenient for Congress to take it up next
December.

In my opinien, fundamentally, the conditions affecting the
farmer have not changed at all. I think the problems which
confront us with reference to agrieulture, if the farmer is to
have any permanent relief, are the same as they were prior to
the time the votes ‘were cast in November. It is quite true
that there has been in some localities to some extent a better-
ment of conditions, owing to-an inerease in the prices of cer-
tain articles; but, as I shall undertake to show a little later,
that is due to transient eauses, and may as suddenly disappear
as it has appeared. 'But the great, underlying, fundamental
questions which have to do with the restoration of agriculture
to its proper place in the industrial life of ‘America have not
changed, to my mind, in the slightest.

As 1 look upon the agricultural question, Mr. President, it

is not a temporaxy problem, not a passing question; it is not a
loeal problem. It has come to be in every particular a national
problem, and of just as much concern in one respect to the
“consumer and to the 'manufacturing interests as it is to the
farmer himself. It is not a problem, in other words, which
touches alone the welfare of the man who is upon the farm
and undertaking to find a market for his' products.

It is a problem which reaches out and incorporates in its
effect the entire natiomal life, and therefore the questions or
the prineciples which enter into a proper consideration of it
will be -wholly misconeceived if we undertake to treat them as
applying to one particular class alone,

I want to say before treating of some features of it which
it seems to me Congress must consider, that, of course, one of
the primary evils with which the agricnlturist has to con-
tend is that of unjust and destructive taxation. I am per-
fectly aware that only indirectly do we affect the agricultural
interests here in that respect, and that more directly that
matter is with the States. But the subject must be considered
as a whole and the party in power, whether in pewer in par-
ticular legislatures now assembling or in power in the Congress
in session, is obligated to consider it as a whole.

1 find upon examination that in 1912 the tax bill of the
American farmer was $624,000,000. In 1922, some eight years
later, it was $1,700,000,000. The rate of increase in the States
wherein he is most particularly affected is now about 8 per
cent per annum. I venture to say that no system or program
will restore the American farmer to the place of prosperity
which he should enjoy so long as this unconscionable ex-
ploitation continues in the name of government. There is
no way, in my opinion, by which we eould restore that con-
fidence which ought fo obtain upon the farm or that success
which ought to obtain so long as the different States where
he is particularly concerned continue this method of exploita-
tion. To add over a billion dollars in the way of a tax bill,
doubling and trebling the load in the short space of eight years,
with a promise of a continuance of an increase at 8 per cent,
means the destruction of American agriculture, and the fact
that if is accomplished and achieved in the name of govern-
ment does not, in my opinion, relieve it from the condemition
which it should receive.

I pause to read a paragraph, not from one who migut be
regarded as speaking from  a political rostrum or from a
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political standpoint, but an expert, an economist. Professor
Ely said in a late statement:

Taxes on farm lands are steadily and rapidly approximating the
annual value of farm lands, and in a perlod varying from Btate to
State, but in most of the States In a relatively short perlod, a period
g0 short that some of us may live to see it If the movement continues
unchecked, the taxes will absorb farm land values. The farmer's
land will be confiscated by the State and our farmers will become
virtual tenants of the State,

So rapldly is this paralyzing, enervating, desiructive sys-
tem growing and developing that one of the great economists
of the country advises us that within 150 years in the life
of this Government the cost of government has already
reached the land values and is still climbing by rapid strides.

It is not only that this burden is imposed as I have stated,
but it is the disproportionate amount of taxes which the
farmer is compelled to pay. The man in the agricultural
. field is not in a position to conceal his property. He is not

possessed of that kind of property which can escape faxes as
many other kinds of property may. The result is that what-
ever he has carries its full proportion of taxes. So we see
that in 1913, measured upon the ratio of income, the farmer
paid 10.6 per cent of his income in taxes as compared with
4 per cent for the balance of the community. In 1922 he
paid in taxes 16.6 per cent while the balance of the community
paid about 10 per cent. In some of the great agricultural
centers, in some of the richest acres in the world, it is liter-
ally true that in the last three years the taxes of the county
have exceeded the value of the wheat erop.

It may be said, and may be properly said, that that is a
matter with which Congress can have little to do, that that
great burden is imposed principally through-the States and
State legislatures, and I recognize that fact. I recognize, also,
however, that there is no way by which to prevent a continu-
ance of such a program other than that of arousing, organiz-
ing, and crystallizing publie opinion along these lines. There
seems to be no other way to prevent parties in power in the
respective States from loading down the taxpayers through
waste and salaries, and the immense pay rolls which take
care of political hangers-on, but by an aroused public senti-
ment. These overhead charges in the States are something
which in my opinion will necessitate a rehabilitation and re-
organization if the industry is to survive. Agriculture can
not survive another era of waste and profligacy, of shameless
expenditure of public funds.

But, Mr. President, there are some features of the matter
with which Congress has to do. The farmer does not get his
proportion of that which his product brings. The marketing
system in the country, in so far as we have any system at all,
is one which deprives the farmer of any due proportion of the
value of his preduct. A gentleman who has given a lifetime
of study to this subject has given me some figures which I
venture to believe are accurate, sufficiently accurate at least
to justify the deductions which may be made. These are the
figures: The total cost te the consumer of farm products in
the year 1922, exclusive of cotton, tobacco, and produets of
animals, was $22,500,000,000. That is what the consumer paid
for the products from the farm exclusive of those three articles,
Of this amount the farmer received $7,500,000,000, the rail-
roads for transportation £500,000,000, and commissions, profits,
storage, and waste, and other loeal distribution charges, or the
costs between the producer and the consumer, eonsumed
$14,500,000,000.

Of course, with the other burdens to which I have referred
upon agriculture, it is ntterly impossible for it to survive under
a system of marketing which gives to the farmer $7,500,000,000
out of a value of the products of the farm as they.go to the
consumer of $22,500.000,000. The only way it ean be remedied
is by a real system of marketing, not voluntary alone, but in
which the Government of the United States may have a direct-
ing hand. That is not a problem which has passed or solved
itself since the 3d day of November, 1924. That is one of the
fundamentals of the situation which is here for us to consider,
and untll it is worked out I venture to say that the condition
of the American farmer will be very little bettered by reason
of the temporary rise in the price of this or that particular
product, becanse that is too uncertain upon which to build.
The rise in the price of wheat or of this or that product may
enable him to get by for a season, to postpone his foreclosure
or to get a new loan, but it will not enable him to get upon
that side of Easy Street to enable him to face any crisis whieh
may be expected within a reasonable time. It is a serious
task to work out an effective marketing system, but it iz one
of the problems we have to solve. It will take extended and
arduous study and consideration, but we have postponed it all

too long. I can think of no better or more appropriate time
than in these coming months. The solution of that problem
would not only go far toward rehabilitating the farm but it
would serve all the people in all the different walks of life,
It may take weeks, it may take months, and those weeks and
those months are ours. Are we willing to meet this high pa-
triotic obligation with courage and with some sacrifice of our
Own convenience and pleasure? 2

Much has been said of late about increase of prices in farm
products. We must take into consideration that in all proba-
bility the cause of the increase of price in those products was
the crop failure abroad. The indications are now that that
will not long continue. Already I observe in the latter part of
December the foreign markets decreased about two-fifths, leav-
ing about three-fifths of what they were in 1023 and less than
one-half of what they were in 1922. So while during the latter
part of the summer and early fall, by reason of the erop
failure abroad, there was an increase of price in particular
articles, as I have said, it is only a temporary relief, and so
long as the fundamental condition of the farmer remains the
same he can only enjoy it as a temporary relief.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. STANLEY. The Senator suggests some improvement in.
the method of cooperative marketing in which the Government
can or will be a participant. I am very much interested in
that phase of it. Has the Senator any specific plan to suggest
in which the Government will partake in the way of at least
a partial elimination of the costs to which he refers, which are
involved in considerable part in many cases in the charges
of the middleman between the producer and the consumer?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, it is not my purpose to-day to
discuss plans. What I desired to discuss particularly was the
necessity of doing something., There are, however, three bills
now pending, one particularly to which I have given attention,
found in the Williams bill in the House of Representatives,
which I think is a very earefully drafted measure. While I
would not say that that measure is one that would not require
some changes, I am satisfied that it does deal with a subject
with which we have got to deal; and I am satisfied also that
even if that bill does not meet the situation it is up to Con-
gress to find one that will do so.

I know also that the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curris] has
a bill pending which has not only received his attention in the
drafting but has also received the attention of a gentleman
who has been a student of agricultural affairs all his life and
in whom I have great confidence. There is also a well-consid-
ered bill here by Senator Norris, There is now in preparation
a measure which seeks to cover the whole subject. The bills
are here. The question I am presenting to-day is, Will we
take them up?

Withont digressing further to discuss particular measures,
I degire to say that there are plenty of suggestions here, if
we can have time to work them out; but if we wait for a year
or g0, we shall not do so, I fear. I digress here to read a para-
graph or two from a statement only recently made by the Sec-
retary of Commerce which seems to support the suggestions
which I have made. He states:

What is needed is some organization of agriculture by which needed
adjustment, which at present and in the past has taken many years,
could be made in one or two years, It is concelvable that if all agri-
enltural production were organized completely into great eooperative
units; it would be possible to bring about economic adjustments in one
to two years in the same way that industry is able to do it.

These wastes—

Referring to wastes between producer and consumer—

These wastes comprise ;

1. An unnecessary number of purchase and sale transactions; that
is, an unnecessary number of links in the distribution chain and an
unnecessary number of people in each link.

2. The waste In transportation of inferior and unsalable products.

8, Deterioration from delayed movements, marketing, and repeated
handling.

4. Unnecessary transportation through blind consignment and cross
hauls in gearch for consumers.

There, Mr, President, so far as the West is concerned, is the
most vital suggestion in all the suggestions made by Secretary
Hoover. He continues:

5. The uncontrolled distribution by which local giluts and famines
are created, with consequent destructive finctuation in price levels and
stimulation to speculation.
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6. Inadequate transportation for expeditious handling; that is, poor
terminals, car shortages, etc.

7. The speculative hazards in distribution induced by all of the
above, for which either the producer or the consumer must pay
through larger marging to the distributors.

A broad study of this problem would show that the volume of these
fundamental wastes Increases with the perishable character of the
commodity and with the distance,

If we will approach the problem of agricultural marketing from the
point of view of providing a plan which will eliminate as much of
these wastes as possible we may bring about very great savings both
to the farmer and consumer—in fact, a revolution in our distribution
system,

Mr. President, speaking of the things which contribute to the
better outlook upon which so much dependence is made now
for the farmer, perhaps mention might also be made in con-
nection with the crop failure abroad of what is known as the
Dawes plan. It gave a certain tone of confidence to the situa-
tion and undoubtedly contributed to some extent to the better-
ment of conditions so far as the foreign market for farm
products was concerned. I do not at all disparage the value of
the Dawes plan; yet, if I owned a farm and its value de-
pended upon the ultimate success of that plan without some
other things of very great moment being done, I should be
willing to part with my holdings at the first opportunity.

That plan is already in peril, and unless other steps shall be
taken by which to elear the way for its operation, in my opin-
ion, its effect upon the farm products of this country will be as
temporary as are the crop failures in Europe. Until the final
and ultimate amount which Germany must pay has been settled,
and settled within reason, the Dawes plan can never, in my
opinion, be permanently beneficial. So long as that problem is
unsettled it can have only a temporary and passing benefit. It
had the great virtue of bringing France and Germany in con-
tract and of opening the way, it is hoped for the adjustment of
other problems. In that respect its value was very great, but
if conditions come about by which we are deprived of the fruit
of that contact and the ultimate amount which Germany is to
pay remains unsettled, I do not think that anyone feels that
the Dawes plan can operate successfully for any considerable
length of time. -

Again, Mr, President, the underlying principle of the Dawes
plan is that it gives over to the management of foreign powers
or foreign agencies the industrial and the fiscal policies of a
great people. That may be all well enough, and probably was
the very best that could be done for the time being, but as a
permanent policy it can only be successful while foreign gov-
ernments are willing to loan their money to the nation thus
managed ; in other words, if a program is not so arranged that
those people themselves can work out their salvation and they
themselves rebuild their economic system and their industrial
life, necessarily the management of foreign agencies will in a
short time break down. As a long continued or anything like
a permanent proposition it wonld result in economie peonage—
a thing of short duration in the light of modern civilization.

I mention this not by way of criticism but to suggest that
those who believe that the farm question in this country has
been settled either by the crop failures abroad or the Dawes
plan alone, it seems to me, have made the serious mistake of
attributing to temporary relief the results which we hope
might ultimately come from permanent relief.

I observed the other day, Mr. President, that the United
States Chamber of Commerce had volunteered its advice to the
President upon this subject, and, whether it is interesting to
Members of this body or not, I know it will be interesting read-
ing to the farmers of the country. The farmers know well
how thoroughly familiar the members of the United States
Chamber of Commerce are with their condition and how closely
in touch they have been with their situation. The farmers
will be greatly moved to learn how false and fleeting were
their troubles. I quote from a newspaper article:

No extraordinary sesslon of Congress will be necessary to enact
legiglation for the relief of the American farmers, President Coolidge
was told yesterday by representatives of the United States Chamber of
Commerce, .

Prominent Republican Members have insisted that a special session
of Congress should be called to consider farm legislation after the
report of the President’s agricultural commission has been made, but
there Is growing belief that the continued improvement in agriculture
will preclude any need for legislation until the Sixty-ninth Congress
convenes next December,

Why next December? If the conditions are improving as
claimed, the farmers will certainly be infinitely better off next
December than they now are,

Mr. President, I wish the United States Chamber of Com-
merce would first take to the President information as to
how many farms were abandoned in 1924; also as to the num-
ber of farms that are now being foreclosed, and what propor-
tion of those foreclosures have been begun since the 3d of -
November, 1924, and also as to what amount of interest re-
mains unpaid nupon American farms to-day. I wish they would
place before the President some of the country weeklies pub-
lished throughout the great agricultural regions of the West
in which three and four pages are filled with tax sales, and
see if that would not create a different impression upon the
President of the Unifed States than that created by the
theories of men who look at the farmer through a Pullman
car window as they speed from the Atlantic to the Pacific.
In 1923, 1,000,500 people left the farm for the ecity. The
hegira is just as strong to-day. In the 15 great Northwestern
States, ont of 69,000 farm owners 28,000 between 1920 and 1923
lost their farms through foreclosure and tax sales; 3,000
lost their farms without legal process, and 10,400 held on
through leniency of creditors. The conditions fundamentally
are no better now.

Then we are told in this interview there is another reason
why nothing is to be done, and that is that this so-called relief
for the American farmer is a mixture of politics and economics,
which is always bad when applied to a particular class of
individuals. Let me ask, my friends, what is the protective
tariff system except politics and economies? Why do the great
manufacturing establishments of the United States come to
Congress and say, * We can not pay our taxes; we can not pay
our interest; we can not maintain our institutions unless the
Government interposes protection between us and those who
manufacture abroad "? And so the Government—and I am not
now discussing the wisdom or unwisdom of it—interposes in
behalf of the American manufacturer, mixing politics and
economics, stopping the natural flow. of articles into this
country by the barrier which the Government raises and
thereby protects the manufacturer.

When the railroads get into trouble, as they did at the close
of the war, they come to the Government for aid, and they
receive material benefit. While it may be said that the rail-
roads are publie utilities and possibly stand in a different atti-
tude from a legal standpoint as compared to the attitude in
which the farmers stand, there is no more necessity for main-
taining railroads in the country than there is for maintaining
agriculture. Agriculture is just as much a part of the life of
this Nation as our transportation system. I have observed
that there is never any denunciation, particularly upon this
side of the Chamber, of the mixture of economies and politics
when these institutions or these interests are involved.

The farmer is asking the aid and direction of the Govern-
ment in the marketing of his products. In my opinion, owing
to the widespread scope and scattered life of agrienlfure it is
impossible for the farmers fo organize and direct their affairs
alone: it must be done, in my judgment, under the operating
direction of the Government of the United States; mind you,
I say under the directing agency and certain statutory direc-
tions and limitations as to middlemen.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. BORAH. I will yield in a moment.

My interest in this brief snggestion to-day, Mr. President, is,
so far as I am concerned, to record my protest against the
proposition that the agricultural situation has settled itself, or
that it will in the near future adjust itself, so that there is no
longer any necessity for us to consider it. There are those who
gay to me that this or that remedy is unwise, or that the Gov-
ernment ean not aid in this matter; that is a subject abont
which men may differ, but when they say that the conditions
of agriculture have so changed that the situation is no longer
serious, no longer demanding the attention of those who are
interested in the prosperity of their country generally, I under-
take to say that the facts do not sustain the assertion.

Let me ask here, in closing, suppose we had gone into the
agricultural States last October and said to the people of those
States, “This is our program: If you will return us to power,
we will go back into session in December, 1924, and pass the
appropriation bills. Possibly we may add a few bills increasing
governmental expenditures, and thereby adding a little weight
to your taxes; but the great task which will confront us in the
winter of 1924 and 1925 will be the passing of the appropriation
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bills. Then after we have passed the appropriation bills we
wiil go home, and we will remain there until December, 1925.
In December, 1925, we will return and pass another set of
appropriation bills. We will likely close up on the appropria-
tion bills about the 1st of March, 1926; and at that time, if
you are not all off the farm, we will take up the question of
considering your problem.”

What would have been the result had we said that to the
people of the agricultural States in the latter part of October,
19247 Until the polls closed, however, until the last voice died
away, there was a solemn pledge upon the part of the party
guing into power, as we sald in our platform, that this agri-
cultural problem was a fundamental problem and we proposed
to deal with it when we were given power. To that pledge we
are committed. There is no way to avoid it except to abandon
our promise to those who placed us here.

If we wait until the beginning of 1026, we shall be again
facing an election. We shall be legislating under the influence
of another vote-getting program. We shall legislate from the
standpoint of expediency. We shall deal with it as men are
wont to deal with a situation where politieal exigencies con-
front them. There is just one time to deal with these problems,
which require seientific investigation, which call for study and
care and some courage and some determination, and that is
just as soon as we can do so after we have been given the
power to do so.

1 will yield now to the Senator from New Mexlco.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico, Mr. President, the Senator
from Idaho has been addressing us very forcefully regarding
the temporary relief which the farmers of the country have
been experiencing. I should like to inquire of the Senator
if he has given particular attention to another phase of the
same problem.

At the present time the balance of trade, so-called, is largely
in favor of the United States. We are exporting commodities
in a much greater measure than we are importing them.

Mr. BORAH. That is, in greater guantity.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. In greater quantity and of
greater value in dollars.

Mr. BORAH. Of greater value in dollars in one sense; but
if you take the purchasing power of the farmer’s dollar I do
not agree with the Senator,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Well, be that as it may, it has
no real significance regarding the point which I wish to sug-
gest; but in dollars the balance of trade is largely in our
favor, and at the present time that balance is being met by
credits extended by the nationals of this country to the gov-
ernments and nationals of other countries. The amount of
those credits, so I am advised, is becoming very, very large.
At the end of the year 1923 it amounted to about eight billions
of dollars. During the year 1924 it was increased by about
one and a half billions of dollars. 8o that at the beginning
of this year there was already due to the nationals of the
United States, on account of these credits, about nine and a
half billions of dollars. There is due to the Government of
the United States from foreign governments, roughly speak-
ing, eleven billions of dollars more, making more than twenty
billions of dollars due at the present time from sgources out-
gide of the United States to our Government and our nationals.

In the pature of things, can that condition be more than
teniporary? Are not these vast credits which we are extending
to the rest of the world, the things which are now bolstering
up and maintaining even the present prices and affording a
present market for the farmer’s products?

I may suggest also that that relates to the exportation of
manufactured products. It must be evident that we can not
expect payment in gold, because we have more than one-half the
gold of the world now. There is only about eight and a half
bililons of doellars of gold money in the world ; and if we were
to bring together all the rest of the gold in the world 'in one
pile and present it to the United States, it would only pay
about one-fourth or less than one-fourth of the present indebt-
edness of the rest of the world to the United States.

The Senator referred a while ago to the tariff which we have
built up here for the benefit of the manufacturers of the coun-
try. Should we not consider this situation with respeet to the
farmers of the couniry, and even the manufacturers them-
selves—that their market abroad, which means their prosperity,
is being destroyed by the processes which have been brought
into existence for the benefit of the manufacturers of the
country? Is not this situation necessarily temporary? Can
we go on forever extending credits abroad in order to emable
those people to acquire our commodities?

It has been stated that the interest upon these private
credits amounts now to three-guarters of a billion dollars a
year, and, of course, that is bound to increase as time goes on;
and should we not devise some permanent method whereby
the farmers of the conntry, as well as the manufacturers of the
country, can get actual payment for the things which they ship
abroad?

In the discussion of the tariff bill a couple of years ago it
appeared from the Reynolds report that about three-fourths of
the commodities which are being imported into this country
are not competitors with the manufactures of this country;
that the articles which are imported are not comparable and
can not be compared with the commodities produced in this
country. That commission was given the duty of ascertaining
the comparable articles imported and those which were manu-
factured in this country with respect to price; and experts tell
me that three-fourths of the commodities mentioned in that
report are not comparable with srticles produced in this coun-
try, and therefore are not competitors. Should we not take up
for consideration at least the question whether or not we
should try to find a market in this country at reasonable prices
for our people, 8o as to create a market abroad for our surplus
commodities and enable the foreign people to have an oppor-
tunity to pay for the things which they get instead of giving
us mere pieces of paper?

Mr. BORAH. Mr, Presldent, the suggestions of the Senator
from New Mexico open up a question which one scarcely dares
to think of, because it is manifest that unless such conditions
are brought about that Europe can and will get back to peace-
ful pursuits and produce things with which to meet these obli-
gations, this extension of credit is going to bring sooner or later
its own disaster. In that respect I quite agree with the Sena-
tor; but that opens up another subject which I shall discuss
later in connection with a conference.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Idaho yield for a question?

Mr. BORAH. T yield the floor.

Mr. COPELAND. I wanted to ask the Senator from Idaho
a question. I am surprised that he has taken his seat. I
thought he was going to introduce the bill which wonld offer to
the farmers the relief of which he speaks. I am sure that if
the Senator from Idaho is ready with his bill the Senators on
thig side will be very glad to assist him in passing it.

Mr. BORAH. The bills are already here. YWhat I am askin
is for a chance to consider them. :

Mr. COPELAND. Then why not have them before us?

Mr. BORAH. If the Semator can find the time, we will take
them up.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, as I understand, the Sena-
tor's position is this: He spoke with his unsual clarity and
courage, on which I congratulate him, and said that the voters
of this country in November were assured that the funda-
mental guestions affecting agriculture would be settled to the
satisfaction and benefit of the agricultural interests of the
United States. They expected, when they voted, that it would
be done promptly.

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr., SWANSON. If this action is delayed until next No-
vember, the Senator does not think it would be a fulfillment
of the pledges and promises made by the Republican Party as
understood by the voters when they voited in November. We
ought to have an extra session of Congress to dispose of these
pledges and promises now.

Mr. BORAH. That is my position, and I understand that
is the position of the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. SWANSON. I concér with the Senator, exeept that I
never expected to see the pledges fulfilled. That is where he
and I differ.

Mr. BRUCH. Mr. President, I desire to make a few brief
observations on what has been said by the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. BoraH]. . :

I listened to the Senator, as I always do, with a great deal
of pleasure. We #ll know that he is at least one man in publie
life who is absolutely incapable of using the farmer as a
mere demagogic imstrument for advancing his own personal
fortunes or the fortunes of his party. Therefore I listened to
him not only with pleasure but with respect. It does seem
to me, however, that what the Senator has said is as un-
satisfactory as everything else that I have ever heard said
as to just what the special grievances of the farmer are at
this time, and as to just what the special remedies are by
which they are to be corrected.

I represent, I think I can {ruly say, a very sensible, well-
balanced, conservative constituency. Some time ago I had
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occasion to say to the President of the United States, “ Youn
know, Mr. President, our people in Maryland are, I think, a
sane, sensible, well-balanced people,” and I am glad to add
that he spoke up with unwonted emphasis and declared, to
my great gratification, “ Yes, Senator Bruce, that is undoubt-
edly so.”

AMr. KING. I suppose that is because they voted for him.

Mr, BRUCE. That was before the last election; though I
have not the slightest doubt that his good opinion of them
has been very much enhanced by the fact that they gave him
at that election a majority of some 16,000 or 17,000 votes, as I
remember. However, he may rely on it that when our next
local election comes around, that Republican majority will
melt completely away, if I am not mistaken.

There was a great deal of agitation on the subject of agri-
cultural problems here, all will recollect, at the last session of
Congress, and more than once during that time, when I hap-
pened to be conversing with some Maryland farmer on the sub-
Ject of the existing agricultural depression, I would have him
say to me, “ Yes, Senator Bruck, conditions at the present time
are pretty bad, but we can not see that you fellows in Wash-
ington can do anything for us.” That, I venture to say, is the
attitude of the farmer more or less in Delaware, in the State of
New York, in the State of Pennsylvania, and throughout New
England also. He knows that there is very little that the
Government can do for the farmer, The farmer's adversity and
prosperity are things that are mainly, at any rate, produced by
natural causes over which legislative bodies have no control.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, who is it but the Government
who imposes on the farmer these tremendous tax burdens?

Mr. BRUCE. It is the Government; but may I ask the Sen-
ator from Idaho whose Government this is? Is it not the Gov-
ernment of the farmer, too? Does he not constitute one of the
very largest mumerical elements of the electorate, and if the
Government is heaping upon him or upon any class of our
citizens inordinate tax burdens, upon whom is it more in-
cumbent than upon the farmer to see that those burdens are
lightened by the exertion of the proper political influence?

Mr. BORAH. T do not know about the farmers in Maryland,
but the farmers out through the West have been making a
rather heroic fight along that line for years and have not
accomplished it.

Mr. BRUCE. The trouble about the western farmer is—and
I say it with the profoundest respect—that he does not make a
sufficiently heroie fight. IHe has formed to no small extent the
paternalistic idea that whenever misfortune befalls him, it is
in the power of the Government, by a gift or by a loan or hy
governmental patronage in some form or other, to come to his
relief.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the Senator speaks of the
western farmer and the Maryland farmer. I have had more
letters from Maryland, proportionately, in regard to a special
session and to relief for the farmers, than from any other
State except some of the far-western States. :

Mr. BRUCE. I am very much interested in that statement.
I should like very much to know who some of those farmers
are.

Mr. BORAH. I was told by the Senator’s colleague that
some of them are very prominent in Maryland.

Mr. BRUCE. 1t is very natural that in any community
there should be a certain amount of discontent on almost any
gubject, and that that discontent, whether it really amounts
to anything in volume or not, should, as respects agriculture,
find its way to the Senator from Idaho, entertaining the view
that he does about the capacity of the Government to afford
agricultural relief. The trouble about the western farmer is,
it seems to me, that lie is not quite as patient as he might be.
I should not like to see any farmer aptly compared, as John
Randolph, of Roanoke, once compared the farmer, to a stolid
ox, willing quietly to accept the refuse of the barnyard, stray
fag ends of moldy fodder, and what not. Nobody wishes to
see the American farmer, the very backbone of the body politic,
reduced to any such plight as that. The regreitable thing is
that just as soon as misfortune, no matter how purely natural,
how entirely beyond the control of legislation, it may be, over-
takes the western farmer, he sets up an outery, and in other
more conservative portions of the country we deem ourselves
fortunate when that outery does not assume at times the form
of threats against the Government itself,

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President——

Mr. BRUCE. I will ask the Senator not to interrupt me
now. My own father was a farmer in Virginia for nearly
G0 years, and I recall the time when the Virginia farmer was
getting 40 cents a bushel for his corn and 60 cents a bushel
for his wheat. Did he despair? Above all, did he break out

into threats and menaces? Did he come forward with all sorts
of economic fallacies and all sorts of monstrous conceptions
of the true functions of the State? He did not. He accepted
his burden manfully ; hoping and striving for better times.

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President——

Mr. BRUCE. I decline to yield, if the Senator will pardon
me, The Virginia farmer accepted his burdens, took them on
his shoulders, and carried them like a man. What I say of
the wheat and the corn and the tobacco farmer of Virginia
is just as true of the cotton farmer of the South, as more than
one man on this floor could readily testify; and I say nothing
of the farmers of the South that I could not say of the farmers
of the Middle States and the farmers of the New England
States, Who ever heard of a farmer in New England raising
4 clamor against the Government or coming forward with vague
political propositions of one sort or another, even when New
Lngland farmers by the scores, if not by the hundreds, were
abandoning the hillsides of New England because they found
it impossible to wrest a living from them?

At the last session of Congress over and over again if was
said that the troubles of the western farmers were due to
oppressive railway rates. Bill after bill was introduced in this
body, some of them of the most grossly arbitrary character, to
reduce railway rates in their interest. One was a bill pro-
posing to place railway rates where they were before the great
World War, utterly without regard to<tig.tremendous social,
politieal, and economie changes of all sorts which had been
wrought by that war. I could not, perhaps, count upon the
fingers of my hands the number of bills that were brought
into Congress last year for the purpose of reducing railway
rates, and giving in that manner relief to the farmer. Yet
what was the real truth of the situation? Mr. Daniel Willard,
the president of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., came
before the Commitee on Interstate Commerce of the Senate and
testified—and his statement has never been gainsaid or denied
by a =ingle, solitary human being—that if the entire net reve-
nue, $132,000,000, derived by all the railroads of this country
in 1923 from the carriage of agricultural products of every de-
seription were turned over exclusively to the corn and wheat
farmers of this ecountry, it would signify an increase of only
4 cents a bushel on what they had received for their corn and
wheat. He testified do that before the Committee on Inter-
state Commerce; I repeated his statement on this floor, I chal-
lenged any member of this body to controvert it, and nobody
attempted to controvert if.

The fruth is that, relatively, railway rates have since the
World War gone up less than anything else in this country.
Why is that? It is because of the economy, the efficiency, the
sagacity with which the great railway systems of the United
States, headed, as they are, by the ablest men in the land,
have been conducted. Speaking statistieally, the fact is that
while commodities in the United States generally have gone
up since the World War 70 per cent above pre-war levels, rail-
way rates have gone up only 53 per cent,

So, when the Senator from Idaho, for whom I not only enter-
tain the profoundest feeling of respect but the warmest feel-
ing of admiration, speaks of the agricultural problem, I ask
him, What is the agricultural problem? I recall that Franklin
tells a story of two men who got to disputing over a shoe, one
of them contending that it was a Chinese shoe and the other
that it was an Engish shoe, until finally a bright-witted girl
inspected the thing and said, * Gentlemen, are you satisfied
that it is a shoe at all?"” So when I hear these vague state-
ments about the agricultural problem I am almost disposed to
agk, Is there any agricultural problem at all?

It is idle to talk about agricultural problems in general terms
when nobody seems to be able to state specifically what they
are. When we are told about problems we want light, real
light, sunlight, or something else that has true ecandlepower,
not that sort of light that is as faint and misleading as the
feeble glow which lingers between the eyelids and the retina
of the human eye when the eyelids are shut.

Last session some of the friends of the farmer contended,
too, that his hard lot was due fo the fact that import duties
upon agricultural products were not high enough. That sort
of talk went on for some time, Have any of us forgotten that
as the result of it the President, exercising the powers be-
stowed upon him by the flexible clause of the tariff act, under-
took to increase the duty on wheat, with the result that in
two days it went down 12 cenis a bushel, if my memory is not
at fault? That was another illustration of the futility, of the
utter inanity, of attempis by legislation to control the great
irresistible tides of natural law.

The agricultural problem! I have heard it talked about

ever since 1 have been here. Almost the only thing in the
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nature of a specific remedy that has ever been brought to my
attention, with due respect to one of the Senators of this
body, was the McNary-Haugen bill which proposed to have
the Government loan $200,000,000 a year for the purpose of
artificially boosting the price of wheat; that is to say, to
meet the supposed requirements of a particular section of the
country by imposing an enormous pecuniary burden on all
the rest of it.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

Mr. BRUCE. I will ask the Senator not to interrupt me
now. I will yield to him a moment later.

But I am glad to say that that offspring proved to be such
a difficult one to maintain that even one of its parents, the
Renator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] was driven to -declare
for all practical purposes that he disowned it. Now I yield
to the SBenator from Oregon. :

Mr. McNARY. I usually enjoy the observations of the
Senator from Maryland, but I do not think outside of the
‘railroad preblems that he is as conversant with agriculture as
he might be. I am sure from the observation of the Senator
that he has not read the so-called McNary-Haugen bill. It
did not contemplate taking any money from the Treasury of
the United States. Anyone who is a close student of the
proposed legislation would not make an assertion of that
kind. Anvone also familiar with the problem of agriculture
as it affects the basic agricultural products, namely, wheat
and corn, knows that the surplus fixes the price in the
domestic market. Anyone withont that knowledge is not
capable of understanding the subject clearly. That bill only
attempted to take care of the surplus thereby maintaining
the domestic markets and charging back to the producers of
those domestic commodities that which was necessary to
absorb the loss by.reason of coming in competition with the
foreign markets,

Mr. BRUCE. I really can not yield to the Senator any
longer. I am not proposing now to discuss the MeNary-Haugen
bill. I am touching on that merely collaterally. -

Mr. McNARY. I would like to have the Senator yield for a
further observation, &
_ Mr. BRUCE. I am very sorry. I really can not yield to the
Senator any longer. I do not care to be drawn off into a purely
collateral discussion. I have stated, I believe, correctly the
facts with respect to the McNary-Haugen bill, however we may
differ about the true results that would flow from it.

Will not gsomebody, I repeat, please tell me what the agri-
cultural problem is exactly?

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President——

Mr. NORBECK. Does the Senator want to be told?

Mr, BRUCH.
three of the Senators now seeking to interrupt me differed in
their views.

Mr, NORBECK. The Senator asked if some one would tell
hime. I would like to tell him.

Mr. BRUCE. I am addressing myself now to the observa-
tions of my friend the Senator from Idaho. As I said, I should
like to know specifically just what the agricultural problem
is and just exactly how it is proposed to be met, because it is
unnecessary to assert that there is not a public man in the land,
to say nothing of private individuals, who would not be more
than eager to relieve the farmer of any unjust, oppressive bur-
dens of any kind that may now rest upon him and ean be lifted.

Mr. ASHURST. Will the Senator yield to me at that point?
The Senator has invited an answer,

Mr. BRUCE. No; I can not really yield just now, because
I commenced by saying I was going to make only a few brief
observations and I always like to be as good as my word. I
certainly would not be so if I undertook to answer every
Member of the Senate who has risen to his feet since I have
been speaking.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mary-
land declines to yield.

Mr. ASHURST. I would not ask it, but the Senator in-
vited some one to tell him specifically the trouble.

Mr. BRUCE. I meant in due course of parliamentary pro-
cedure.

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator would not think it was wun-
parliamentary to have me interrupt him with his permigsion?

Mr. BRUCE. No; not in the least but for the special con-
ditions under which I am speaking, I said I intended to speak
within very narrow limits. I am speaking only on the spur
of the moment and giving expression to ideas which sprung
into my mind as I listened with the pleasure with which
I always listen to the Senator from Idaho,

LXVI—107

I certainly would not derive any profit if all

So far as the Senator from Idaho disclosed his ideas as
to what present agricultural grievances are, his statements
took & twofold direction. The first agricultural grievance
as he saw it, is that the farmer is staggering under a terrible
burden of taxation, That is unquestionably so, but that is
almost as true of every other class in our population.

There is little, if anything, about that state of affairs that
is peculiar to the farmer. The farmer is loaded down with
taxation, the merchant is loaded down with taxation, the
trader is loaded down with taxation—every man and woman
in the country who is in business or has any property of any
sort is loaded down with taxation. So it seems to me that
the Senator from Idaho has used an entirely too limited phrase
when he spoke of the burden of taxation at the present time
as constituting an agrienltural problem.

That problem, of course, can be met only by political rem-
edies; that is to say, by governmental frugality, economy, re-
trenchment, prudence, and providence; I would like to ask who
in this country is in a better condition to bring about those
things than the American farmer himself?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the Senator keeps asking ques-
tions, Does he want an answer? :

Mr, BRUCE. There are some questions which are merely
rhetorical questions.

Mr. BORAH. Let me make a rhetorical reply.

Mr. BRUCE. I know the Senator could not make a reply
without making it rather rhetorical

Mr. BORAH. Am I shut oit'?

Mr. BRUCE. Not at all, though I ought not yield to the
Senator from Idaho when I declined to yield to my friend
from Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. That is all right; I do not complain of

‘that.

Mr. BORAH. I agree with the Senator that the tax burden
is great upon all, very heavy upon all, but all the more reason
why every Senator here should be interested in relieving the
situation, if possible, I agree also with the proposition that
the farmer must be helpful in relieving that burden. DBut cer-
tainly those who are here in the Senate ought to be permitted:
to voice the condition of the farmer and the desire of the
farmer as well as the Senators who wish to voice the condi-
tion of the railroads and the manufacturers without being
charged with being demagogic.

Mr. BRUCE. I expressly refrained from charging that.
The Senator is not exactly fair, to say nothing of being gen-
erous, because I began my remarks by declaring that I knew
that the Senator from Idaho at any rate was incapable of sus-
taining a demogogic relation to such a discussion as this.

Mr, BORAH. I am not referring to myself alone, but every
time the agricultural question comes into the Senafe certain
Senators here think it is demagogie, the newspapers treat it
generally so, and at the same time Senators may stand here
for weeks and weeks and plead for protection for the manu-
facturing interests, for the railroad interests, and so forth, and
they are referred to as statesmen. Why is it that the inferests
of the one canse Senators to be designated as demagogues and
the interests of others when expressed cause them to be desig-.
nated, as they generally are, as statesmen? :

Mr. BRUCE. I do not admit the correctness of that state-
ment at all. I should be only too delighted to be told in just
what manner my -vote might promofe the interests of the
farmer. Just point out to me clearly and specifically how
my vote conld help the farmer and I would be quicker to go
to his side than to that of any other individual in the United
States. :

Mr. BORAH. I think I can tell the Senator how his vote
would help the farmer, but I know just exactly what he
would do. He would answer by saying that it would not help
the farmer.

Mr. BRUCH. That would depend on how socund the Sen-
ator’'s proposition might be, :

Mr. BORAH. Exactly.

Mr. BRUCE. If the Senator shonld come forward and say
that the farmer would be benefited by the enactment of the
MecNary-Haugen bill, T would say, “ Oh, no! No relief is to be
found in that proposition.” If the Senator were to come for-
ward and say that it would be promoted by a drastic cut in
railroad rates, my reply would be that that might give him
temporary relief, but not lasting relief, because the railroads,
or many of them, would pass into the hands of receivers and
his last estate would then be worse than his first. So with the |
tariff. OF course, as a Democrat it would be impossible for me |
to harbor the convietion for one moment that any farmer in |
the country could possibly be aided by the tariff, 3
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Mr. ASHURST. One of the cardinal principles of Thomas
Jefferson and Andrew Jackson was a judicious tariff,

Mr. BRUCH. Some of my Democratic colleagues are drift-
ing so far away from me as respects all the old shore lights of

the Democratie faith that I hardly know how to answer them.

It is impossible for me to think of the Senator from Arizona as
being r protectionist. That iz impossible.

Mr, ASHURST. The Senator from Maryland will permit me
to say that under the phllosophy of a protective tariff as
applied by the Republican Party, it is indeed monstrous, but
a judicious tariff such as Jackson and such as Jefferson de-
manded weuld be of benefit to the farmer. My State and the
States of the Southwest produce cattle. The prime by-product
is the hide. The hide is on the free list. What are the benefits
to the manufacturer whose product, the shoe, is protected?
Free trade for the farmer and a high protective tariff for the
mannfacturer.  If we are to have free trade, let us have it all
along the line, If we are to have a protective tariff, let us
have it all along the line. "We cry out aigainst the injustice of
being required to produce hides in competition with Mexico,
Chile, and the Argentine whilst the leather goods of the manu-
facturer are protected. Would not the Senator's vote for a
tariff on hides help the cattle raiser?

Mr. BRUCE. Now, Mr. President, I am mot going to be
drawn off into that collateral issue either. [Laughter.]

Mr. ASHURST. No: the Senator is like Benjamin Franklin,
whom he quotes so much. When they were diseussing the
Declaration of Independence Benjamin Franklin observed
Thomas Jefferson writhing often, and said, “ You writhe, sir;
you writhe.” *Yes,” said Jefferson, it is painfuol to see the
work of weeks, to which we have applied our best efforis, cut
to pieces.”
that is to be revised by other men.” Possibly the Senator is
like Franklin—he does not produce anything to be revised by
somebody else. :

Mr. BRUCE. No; the incident that I recall in connee-
tion with the Declaration’ of Independence from which we
Democrats would derive the most instruction now is that re-
lated of John Hancock and Benjamin Franklin. Hancock
made the remark to Franklin that they must all hang together,
and Fraukiin replied by saying, “Yes; for if we do not hang
together we shall eertainly hang separately.” ‘8o I say with
reference to the issue of protection, if any Democrat is going
to desert the old traditional principles of the Democratic Party
upon that subject, I do not see that there will be much hope
of effective unity on our part in the future. However, I am
not going to be drawn off into that field. I am simply, as
everybody who knows me understands, an old-fashioned Jef-
fersonian Democrat, and theve is not one of the cardinal prin-
ciples of the Democratic Party to which I do not unqualifiedly
subscribe. :

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator from Maryland is a historian.

Mr. BRUCE. I do not know whether I am or not.

Mr, ASHURST. Very well, I will now test whether or not
the Senator is. Does the Senator deny that Thomas Jefferson
was for a judicions protective tariff?

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; I do deny it. There are some observa-
tions of Jefferson, however, from which that inference might
be tortured. ;

AMr. ASHURST. In 1824 a tariff bill was before the United
States Senate, Jackson and Van Buren then being Members
of the Senate. By the way, Jackson resigned from the Senate
shortly afterwards so that his tariff votes might not embarass
him in the coming campaign in 1828. At that time Jackson
announced, I am ready to vote for a judicious tariff.”

Mr. BRUCH. I will say to the Senator that I ean not yield
any further. He is welcome fo embrace the entire Republican
doetrine of protection, so far as I am coneerned.

Mr. ASHURST. I do not mean to do that.

Mr. BRUCE. I never expect to do that.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to re-
mind the Senate of the rule which forbids a Senator speaking
more than twice on the same subject upon the same day, and
the Chair will feel constrained to enforce that rule.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I have been interrupted so
often that I hardly feel that I have yet been allowed to speak
onece.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Maryland
has spoken five times upon the same subject upon this day.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President

Mr. BRUCE. May I say to the President pro tempere that
I have not taken my seat at any time that I know of ?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. KING: M. President, a parliamentary inguiry.

Franklin said in reply, “I never produce anything

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah wiil
state his inguiry.

Mr. KING. I do not understand that the Chair is applying
the rule now to the Senator from Maryland?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is not applying
the rule to the Senator from Maryland at this time. e is
simply reminding the Senator that there is a rule of the kind
to which the Chair has referred.

Mr. KING. And the Chair's suggestion-is merely an admoni-
tion that if the Senator from Maryland further ylelds he will
loge the floor?

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I had almost concluded my
remarks; I have very little more to say.

What I was going on to say was that it seems to me that the
remedy for the state of things that the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Boram] has been peinting out, so far as taxation is con-
cerned, is in the hands of the farmer himself. The Senator
from Idaho called attention to the fact that the tax bill of the
farmer has gone up, if my recollection is correct, from
$600,000,000 to $1,000,000,000, but the general expenses of the
Government have gone up within the last 10 years from a
billion dollars to upward of three billion dollars. Tt seems to
me peculiarly incumbent upon the farmers of the couniry to
correct that state of things. They are not only the most numer-
ous but the most powerful element of our voting population,
Their fate, so far as it is controlled by pelitical agencies, is
therefore largely in their own hands. If any Member of this
body, whether it be myself or any other Senator, or any other
legislative representative or elected official, is faithless to the
farmer’s interests, is unwilling to relieve him of the burden of
taxation by proper reductions in national or State or local
expenditures, all he has to do is to exercise his political power
and to insist that that burden shall be so reduced, that the
Government shall be more frugal, shall be more economical,
shall be more efficient, shall not be welghted down as it now is
by bureaucratic creations of one sort or another, or by the
results of one set of wasteful paternalistic ideas or another.
It seems to me that there is no reason why a counteradminis-
trative process should not be set up by the farmer and why,
instead of the expenses of the Government mounting to up-
ward of three billion dollars a year, they should not be re-
duced to two billion dollars a year, or one billion dollars a
year, or a billion and a half dollars a year. Ho, without any
fear of suceessful contradiction, I say that, so far as a redue-
tion of taxes is coneerned, that can only be brought about by
political means, by the exercise of political power, by politieal
insistence, and that the farmer is in a better position to exer-
cise that power, to assert that insistence, than is any other man
in our land.

Just one word with regard to governmental schemes of mar-
keting for the benefit of the farmer, for that was the only
thing in the nature of a specific remedial suggestion that was
thrown out by the Senator from Idaho, as I understood him.
He did not develop the means by which the Government could
intervene to provide marketing advantages for the farmer;
but, as the Senator intimated, it perhaps did not suit his con-
venience or his sense of timeliness to do that just now.

1 say that the matter of marketing the products of the
farmer to advantage is also mainly in the hands of the farmer
himself. Let me give an illustration of what I mean, for there
is not a man in this country, I am sure, who is more sincerely
in sympathy with the farmer than am I, or more disposed than
am I to do whatever can be done for the purpose of bettering
his lot in life in every respect. Some months ago I received
a circular from a cooperative farmers' marketing association.
They offered me as a honseholder all the usual farm products
at prices distinctly below the market levels at which I had
been purchasing them in Washington. Of course, I am not
going to mention the region in which the members of this
cooperative farmers’ association live. Partly for the purpose
of securing things that I needed for my own table at lower
prices, but also, I can truly say, from a genuine desire to pro-
mote a farmer's venture, I wrote to the association and said
.I would gladly secure all my farm supplies of every deserip-
tion from them. I did get my farm supplies of every deserip-
tion from them, and, notwithstanding the disappointment that
1 have suffered and of which I am about to speak, I am still
continning to get my supplies from them, and ultimately I
hope to my and their mutual satisfaction. But what was my
experience? I found that nothing was standardized. One
day, for instance, I would receive chickens as tender as eould
be desired and some dozens of eggs as fresh as could pessibly
be asked for, and then later I would receive chickens too
tough to eat or eggs that were addled.
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What I received from day to day of course varied accord-
|ing to the skill and good judgment or good management of the
| particular farmer or farmers from which the particular goods

that came to me on that particular day were obtained by the
| agsociation. No sort of average level of excellence was main-
|tained. Of course I wrote kindly, friendly letters to the as-
| sociation, calling attention to defects in things that they had
shipped to me, and I also had occasion to ecall their attention
to the fact that apparently there was no regularity in their
ghipments. The packages did not come forward promptly; I
could not count on just when they would be received; and all
the fault in this respect I am sure was not that of the rail-
roads.

Now, suppose these same farmers had exhibited the requisite
degree of good management ; had standardized their products;
had been as careful as is the ordinary poulterer or as is the
ordinary butcher in a city market to see that their customer
enjoyed a thoroughly businesslike service, not only would I
have been delighted to continue dealing with them, but of
course I should have taken occasion to herald far and wide the
cheapness and merits of their products.

So what the farmer needs to do, even so far as cooperative
marketing is concerned, is not so much to come to the Gov-
ernment and invoke its aid as himself to organize his co-
operative business on a better basis, to exercise a higher
measure of good judgment, to display a greater amount of
painstaking and skillful management, to be more punctual and
prompt; in other words, to prove himself a better business
man in every, respect.

Mr. ASTIURST. Mr. President. will the Senator yield to me
in order that I may make a correction in my remarks?

Mr. BRUCE. I yield.

Mr. ASHURST. I said erroneously that shoes were all pro-
tected. I wish to correct the statement. Certain Japanese
sandals and shoes with cloth tops are on the protected list.
When I said “shoes” I had in mind some leatherware, such as
some harness and other leather goods that the farmer must use.
It is true that shoes are on the free list, except Japanese
sandals and shoes with cloth tops. I thought that I ought to
correct that error.

Mr. BRUCE. I confess I never would have been able to ex-
pose the error. The Senator would have been in the position
in which Archbishop Wateley said on one occasion that the boys
of England were. Somebody said to the archbishop, * The girls
in England are miserably educated.” * Yes;"” the archbishop
replied, “but the boys will never find it out.” So I should
never have detected the error of my friend from Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. Nevertheless, I thank the Senator for per-
mitting me to make the correction. .

Mr. BRUCH. Mr. President, one word in conclusion, which
I will address particularly to the Senator from Idaho. To-day
he gave us an interesting statement of the reasons why he
thought that agricultural relief would still be timely. Let me
say that I trust that the next time he takes the floor he will
in his clear—I had almost said in his inimitable way—point
out to us the specific methods by which anything that is un-
toward or unfortunate in the condition of the farmer at the
presenf time can be corrected. -

MUSCLE SHOALS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
518) to authorize and direct the Secretary of War, for national
defense in time of war and for the production of fertilizers
and other useful products in time of peace, to sell to Henry
Ford, or a corporation to be incorporated by him, nitrate
plant No. 1, at Sheflield, Ala.; nitrate plant No. 2, at Muscle
Shoals, Ala.; Waco Quarry, near Russellville, Ala.; steam-
power plant to be located and constructed at or near Lock
and Dam No. 17, on the Black Warrior River, Ala., with right
of way and transmission line to nitrate plant No. 2, Musecle
Shoals, Ala.; and to lease to Henry Ford, or a corporation
to be incorporated by him, Dam No. 2 and Dam No. 3 (as
designated in IL Doc. 1262, 64th Cong., 1st sess.), including
power stations when constructed as provided herein, and for
other purposes,

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, in the disenssion which has
been had here, and which has ranged from tariff duties which
do not exist on shoes, and harness, and saddlery, to the very
evident conflicts of opinion on the tariff on the other side of
the aisle, which do exist, I hope it will not be considered
out of order if I actually submif an observation on the pend-
ing measure,

I think it would be interesting to know what is the attitude
of farmers and farm organizations touching the Muscle Shoals
proposition, I have here a letter from two real Ohio farmers.

One of them is I. J. Taber, the master of the National Grange,
and the other is O. E. Bradfute, president of the American
Farm Bureau. I know them both. They are high grade
American farmers. They express some very illuminating
opinions touching the Muscle Shoals proposition. I ask unani-
mons consent to have their letters printed in the REcorp.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I would like to ask whether or
not the Senator knows if the master of the Grange is repre-
senting the opinion of a majority of the State granges which
are under the National Grange?

Mr, WILLIS. All I know about it is that I do know that
Mr. L. J. Taber is a man of the very highest honor, and I
would rely upon any representation he might make in that
respect. The letter as printed in the Recorp will speak for
itself. ;

Mr. DILL. I am not questioning the position of Mr.
Tabor, but I think the statement is a statement by him as
master and not as a representative of the great Grange or-
ganizations of the country having met and considered it.

Mr. WILLIS. I am content to let the letter speak for it-
self.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to print-
ing the letter in the Recorn? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered.

The letter is as follows:

THR NATIONAL GRANGE,
AMERICAN FarM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Washington, D. C., January 12, 1925,
Senator FraANK B. WILLIS,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O

DeAr SexaTor: In 1016 Congress appropriated $20,000,000 for the
express purpese of developing an air nitrate industry in this country
“ for the production of nitrates or other products needed for muni-
tions of war and useful in the manufacture of fertilizers and other
useful products,” The methods, location, operation, and other de-
tails were intrusted to the President of the United States.

This action, given an impetus and importance by our entry Into the
World War, resulted in the Muscle Shoals development. The problem
at Muscle Shoals is essentially a mitrogen problem and not a water-
power problem. If we have another long delay which would warrang
the sale or lease of the power to the power companies we may con-
fidently expect that the fertilizer purposes of the Muscle Shoals
project will be forever lost.

For six years the Nation has waited in vain for Congress to adopt
a policy which would make the project operative. Further delay
is intolerable. With the completion of the project close at hand
definite action is called for.

It is time to invest some one with the specific authority and re-
sponsibility to make Muscle Shoals a national asset rather than a
local power proposition. President Coolidge in a message to Con-
gress states: *1 should favor a sale of this property, or a long-time
lease, under rigld gunaranties of commercial nitrogen production at
reasonable prices for agricultural use,” We have entire confidence in
the integrity, purpose, and ability of the President under the authority
given him in the Underwood bill to secure the results agricultura
has so long sought at Muscle Bhoals.

In view of the facts set forth above and the further fact that the
fallure of the Underwood bill Indefinitely postpones action on this
important question we urge the passage of the Underwood bill,

L. J. TABER,
Master National Grange.
0. E. BrADFUTE,
President American Farm Bureau.

Mr. NORRIS. My, President, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate shall vote on the pending amendment at not later
than 2 o'clock to-morrow, and that in the meantime all speeches
shall be limited to 10 minutes. I will modify the request if
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Joxes] wants to have it
modified, because it is his amendment that is pending, and he
has not yet been able fo get the floor to speak on it.

Mr. JONES of Washington,. So far as the limit of speeches
to 10 minutes is concerned, that is entirely satisfactory to me.
I do not expect to take more than that much time, and I assume
that everyone who wants to be heard can speak before 2
o'clock. I had not thought about that limitation, but I have no
objection to it. :

Mr. DILL, If this is to be a unanimous-consent agreement
as to the time to vote, it seems to me there ought to be a quo-
rum of the Senate present,

Mr. NORRIS. That is, to vote on the pending amendment

-and not on the bill

Mr, DILL., It is on a very important amendment, The other
evening some of us left the Senate, and afterwards an agreement
was made to vote on the Underwood amendment. Some Sena-
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tors have left here this evening, and I think that is not fair to
them.

Mr. NORRIS, I will withdraw the request, but give notice
now that I shall present the request when the Senate convenes
to-morrow.

Mr. DILL. I am perfectly willing to have it considered now
if there is a quorum eall, but I object withount having a quorum
present,

Mr. NORRIS. I doubt if we could get a quornm at this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senator from Nebraska
withdraws his requesi.

DIGEST OF INCOME TAX LAWS

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr, President, I have here a
digest of certain income tax Iaws prepared under the direction
of the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress,
which I ask may be printed as a public document. Before the
publication and at the reguest of the chairman of the Committee
on Printing I ask that it be now referred to that committee for
its report. :

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New
Mexico asks unanimous consent that at this time the papers
which hie sends to the desk may be referred to the Committee
on Printing. Without objection, they will be so referred.

IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION .

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, at the firrigation congress
held at Klamath Falls, Oreg., in October of last year a very
interesting discussion was presented by the president of the
congress, James M. Kyle, of Oregon, on the subject * Irriga-
tion—Past, Present, Future. I -ask unanimous consent
to have it printed in the Recorp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Oregon? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The address is as follows:

IREIGATION—PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

There is no more fitting place than this city to hold this session of
the Oregon Irrigation Congress.

Onr Federal Government has started under Dr. Hubert Work, See-
retary of the Interior, the new reclamation era. He appointed a
special advisory committee, consisting of the most able men be could
find in the United States. They have worked over six months and
have made the most complete report on reclamation that has ever been
made.

He has placed at the head of the Reclamation Service the most able
man in that line in the world, namely, Dr. Elwood Mead, who has sur-
rounded himself with such ahble assistants as Mr. George C, Kreutzer
as Director of Farm Economics, and others who kmow the game and
will work for the bull@ding up of farm homes, as was intended when
the act was first passed by Congress.

“An empire awakening' is sure a fitting slogan for this section of
Oregon, as your fertile fields and plains denote that there is room to
make many happy homes; and if you will all joln hands with Mr.
George C. Kreutzer and the Reclamation Service and see to it that
your sage-brush lands are sold to settlers at what the land is worth
without water, then the settler will come In and buy the land, im-
prove it, build a home, and pay the Government for bringing the water
to the land.

Ag Doctor Mead says, and he knows, as does every one who has
studied it:

“ We mmst know what water is worth ;

“We must know what the human unit is worth, and whether
the man who goes on the land has not only a little capital but
the energy and willingness to stick; - -

“We must know what best can be produced and where the
markets are;

“ We must know the cause of success;

“We must know the explanation of failure. Solvency can be
better assured than ever in the past by better selection of settlers,
better stock, better tools, more scientific methods, more attention
to distribution and marketing, and more of the spirit of inde-
pendence in. people on the land."

The year just passed has been a very aetive one for your presi-
dent, as he has been called on many times to help out this and that
project, which he has done to the best of his ability.

First, he was called by the Baker project to go to Washington and
belp get the reclamation game started for Oregon. This was at the
request of our delegation In Washington, and T want to say right
here and now that no State in the Union has any better or as good a
delegation as has Oregon—WaATKINS, HAawLry, SixNorr, McNany, and
StaxrieLp are united in fighting the battles of the State of Oregon,

Senafor McNARY, as ehairman of the Reclamation Committee in the
Benate, and " Nicg " Sisxorr, as ranking member of the same com-
mittee in the House, hold positions of strategic importanee to the

State of Oregon, and with the entire delegatlon working in harmeny
as a unit, Oregon has a great deal to be grateful for.

I was told many times by delegations from other States that if
they bad a delegation like we had in Oregon, that they could get
their projects over. That our delegation worked together in har-
mony for the good of the State, whereas thelrs did not. That is
the reason that Oregon is getting started on one of the biggest
reclamation pregrams that any Btate ever put over

Now, we must all work together and get behind and push those
projects that the Government is ready to build, and becausge It 18
not the one that you want you must not knock, as some of the fellows
did last winter, because you only delay the day that yon will get the
one that you want.

As your president I have worked to line up as many districts and
sections of the Btate as possible behind the Deschutes projects, and
get the State to guarantee the interest on their bonds, providing they
come in with a good contract; and such men as Judge Wallace and
Harry Gard tell me that that is the only kind that they want the
State to get behind.

This project is a good ane; it Is elose to the market, Is en a high-
way, has its schools and churches bullt, is situated on two raliroads,
can be cheaply bulit eompared to most projects, and has over 600
landowners. The sagebrush has been cleared and the land tamed,
80 that as soon as water is available. one can go on it and raise a
erop. I am informed that the most of the land is signed up, so that
the surplus land will sell for a price that It is worth now without
the water. This being the case there should be no dificulty in sets
tling it.

If you want the taxes of this State reduced you have got to get
our. idle land producing, for it takes just az much money to build a
good road past a plece of land that is coversd with sagebrusgh as it
does the same plece of land In alfalfa or potatoes.

On the project that I live on, when I went there it was on the
assessment rolls at $£6,000, now the land alone is on the rolls of
Umatilla County for $£750,000, and the Improvements, with the per-
sonal propérty and public utilities, makes it over $1,250,000. Does
that help to reduce the taxes of the balance of the State? I say Yes!
In our county some sagebrush land that could be irrigated is paying
8 cents per acre tax, while land in sifalfa Is paying as high as $3
per acre. I ask you does that pay the State? 1 say It does!

With the laws that are on the statute books of our State the com-
mission that certifies the bonds of an Irrigation district have charge
of the construction, and the district ean not make a contract for
any amonnt over $5,000. In this way they know just what is being
done and how the momey I8 being spent. If It goes wrong they
have the power to stop it and see that the thing is done right

The great trouble in our irrigation projects in the past has been
that in some cases the construction was not up to standard, but the
greatest trouble has been too much speculation on land. Sell the land
ta the settler at the price that It {s worth, Give him thme to pay for
it, but before any project is passed on see that the soil is good, that
there is plenty of water available, and that the settler has the right
kind of guldance, as to what the land will produce, .and where the
market is. Let the State as a whole get behind the profect and tell
the truth about it

We have one of the greatest Bfates In the Union, and 1 am sorry
to say that we will have to sell it to some of our own people before
we try to sell it to outsiders; and the time is here nmow when those of
us that are interested In developing this State have got to take off
their coats and “go to it™ and put some of these mossbacks out of
commigsion, and they do not all live in the WHlamette Valley. You
have some of them right here, we have some of them in our connty,
and, in fact, I think there Is some of them in every county,

This great State is yours, and upon its future development depends
the one thing, * we must all put a willing shoulder to the wheel and

- help.”

I am now going to quote from Dr. Elwood Mead, the leading au-
thority on this subject, in which he says:

“YWhile water charges must in the end come from irrigated
erops, Irrigation works that are not followed promptly by irri-
gated agriculture are a financial burden to the landowners, Long
delayed agricultural development has wrecked more of the enter-
prises than all other causes combined. The costller the work the
more important it is that this fact be recognized. Neglect to in-
clude plans and methods for bringing land promptly under irriga-
tlon culture is to neglect a fundamental condition of succeks.
Hereafter more attentlon must be given as to where and how
money needed in agricultural development is to be obtained;
where and how settlers are to be secured; and how the settlera
must be aided and directed to enable them to use their money,
effort, and time to the best advantage. The acre cost of water
rights under past public notices has varled from $14 to $118,
with only three over $100. New projects under consideration
vary from $87 to $157, This is for the canals and reservoirs
only. In order to use the water and to create homes, land must
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be leveled, houses, barns, and fences pullt. These, with farm

equipment, will add close to £100 per acre to the cost of the farm,

“In order that the farmers may succeed, & practieal business
superintendent, who has a knowledge of farm conditions ghould
be employed to plan settlement and advise settlers. His work
ghould begin before settlement, in ascertaining where the things
needed in farm development can be acquired. This would inclode
horses, cows, and other livestoek, He could secure plans and estl-
mates for houses and barns, so that when gettlers arrive they can
be saved time and labor and be helped to use thelr money to the
best advantage, The land ghould be sold to settlers on terms that
wonld make it & commercial undertaking. 'The interest recom-
mended is 5 per cent, and the yearly payments on principal 1
per cent. With such yearly payments the settler could pay for
his farm in 3434 years, and with these small paymenis he would
be relleved from the danger of mortgage foreclosures and would
be each year adding to his equity in the property.

« Parms should be valued aceording to location, quality of soil,
and ease or dificnlty of irrigation, A map should be prepared
whieh would show the location of farms, valuation of each, and
such information as would enable intending settlers who have not
seen the area to Emow the reason for these prices.

« There should be a capital requirement which would vary with
the size of the farm. It should be a percentage of the cost of the
farm and its development, and for a 40-acre farm it should be
not less thanm $1,500. Farm laborers could be accepted without
any capital, provided they could make the initial payment on the
land and furnish 40 per cent of the cost of their dwellings and
other mecessary improvements.

“ The first heed of the settler is a house. 1t is a permanent im-
provement, and if he can be gided in its construction by advancing
60 per cent of the cost, requiring the settler to pay in cash 40
per cent, it will leave money to be spent on things like livestock
gnd farm implements. The advantage ef this kind of advances has
been tested out in so many countries that there is nothing experi-

. mental about it. It is far safer than the investment in canals, and
it has a greater social and ecomomic value. TUnder the BState
land settlement law of California the board can advance for the
improvement and equipment of a farm up to $3,000. This has
proven the best part of the whole scheme and is the one which
bas enabled settlers to stay on the land and meet their payments
to the State.

“ Money advanced for farm improvements should pay 5 per cent
interest, and the period of repayment should vary from 3 to 20
years. A 20-year loan on permanent improvements like a house
is safe, belng covered by insurance, and vearly payments of 3
per cent on the prineipal, making a total of 8 per cent, will pay
off the debt in 20 years.

There is much food for theought in what Doctor Mead has to say, and
it might be well to remind you mow that our forests may be cut and
our mines dug up, but the reclamation of an area adds to the produe-
tive wealth of the Nation for all time. And consider this also: It is
estimated that by the year 1850, only 25 years hence, that the pepula-
tion of our country will be 150,000,00 pecple, and it is absolutely
necessary that we add to the farm-producing gualities of our lands
that we may feed this additional 40,000,000 mouths.

With Irrigation comes the electrical power, and we have got to de-
velop the power interests in eonnection with irrigation that the farmer
and his family that goes out on a project will have the power for
operating his machinery and the housewife the eonvenlences that will
relieve the excess burden. With the improvement of conditions In
Europe will come the greatest immigration in history to this great
Northwest, and we should be ready to meet It and take eare of it as it
comes.

ADDRESSES BY MR, DEPEW AND VISCOUNT CECIL

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, at the recent Pilgrims’
Society dinner held in New York there were addresses made by
Hon, Chauncey M. Depew and Viscount Cecil, both of which
alluded to President Wilson in very complimentary terms. I
ask unanimous consent to have the addresses printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The addresses are as follows:

EprrcaEs Mape HErE BY DEPEW aND LomrD CeCIL—BRITISH VISITOR'S
ErrorTs IN BEHALF oF PEACE ARp BET FORTH—VISCOUNT DISCUSSES
IDEALS—COOPRRATION BETWEBN UNITED STATES AND BRITAIN URCGED
BY HiMm AT PILGRIMS’ DINNER
S0 many requests haye been received by the Sun that the speeches

of Viscount Cecil and Chauncey M. Depew at the Pilgrims' Soclety

dinner on Friday evening be printed im full that they are herewith
reproduced :

M. DEPEW’S SPEECH

Lord Cecil, follow Pllgrims, ladies, and gentlemen, this is our twenty-
first year of the Pilgrim Society of the United States. Dutring that
period we have entertained representatives of every branch of the
activities of Great Britain and of her self-governing colonies, but there
never has been a perlod when it was so necessary that the purposes
for which this society and the English society laber should be carried
out as to-day.

During that period covering those two decades we have entertained
prime ministers, diplomats of all kinds, admirals, generals, and repre-
sentatives of the literature, and all of them have contributed to the
great objeet which we have at heart. It was a thrilling period when
we had among us those who came over represemting the other side
during the Great War; it was a thrilling time when they came here to
that great conference ealled by President Harding to settle matters in
the Pacific and for disarmament as the commencement of a great
peace, and it was a thrilling thing that the greatest contributor to
the success of the Harding movement was Lord Balfour and the Eng-
Hsh delegation. [Applause.]

It has seemed as if this movement was in abeynnce until some patri-
otic gentleman organized what is known as the Wilson Foundation. It
was organized for the purpose of carrying out the ideas for which Mr.
Wilson gave hls life and which was hls ideal. [Applause.]

Happily, they arranged that a prize should be awarded to the states.
man who was doing the most for peace in the world, and our meeting
to-night—while all others have been for some other purpose, some
ulterfor purpose, and for many purposes—is for one purpose only, and
that is peace! [Applause.]

DECISION IS UNANIMOUS

And the gentleman who managed this Wilson Foundation appointed
a representative committee who drew the competition out to the states-
men and to the people of all countries in the effort to find out who
had done most to promote peace since the Great War; and their de-
cision, happily, was unanimous, and It was in favor of our guest to-
night as the one man who had done more than anybody else to pro-
mote the peace of the world. [Applause.] -

Lord Cecil belongs to a family which has been prominent in English
affairs and In the ruling of that country for a thousand years, and
during the whole of that period there never has been a year when
some Cecil hasn't been either Prime Minister or in Parllament doing
his best.

I remember on one of my visits to England our minister of that day
took me to call upon the Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury, father of
our guest, who was then Prime Minister. Like every American who
visits England, we have a different sensation at a certain period for
certain times and certain men tban do the visitors of other countries.
When we come across any event or any individual who represents the
period prior to the settlement of thls country In our colonial days,
then we are part of it and we are immensely Interested. And so when
1 saw Lord Salisbury in foreign office my imagination immediately
visualized Lord Burleigh, the first of the Cecils in public life, the
great minister of the great Queen Ellzabeth, who with Queen Ellzabeth
made that a period which stands out as one of the greatest in the
history of the English-speaking peoples of the world. And I recalled
then at once that that brought up Shakespeare; that bronght out Lord
Bacon ; subsequently that brought out Milton, who to-day are the lumi-
naries of our literature.

MANY EFFORTS FOR UNITY

Well, my friends, many events, many efforts have been made during
all the period since the disturbance which separated the United States
from Great Britaln, to bring about this idealization of a union of the
English-speaking peoples. The first missionary was Washington
Irving, and he succeeded in extorting against the Edinburgh reviewers
the verdict of Walter Scott, that an American had written a book
which some Englishmen would read. [Laughter.]

Subsequently we had Longfellow, who brought out the Indian
romaness; then we had Fenimore Cooper, who brought out the
“ Leatherstocking " tales. Now, the jingle of Longfellow ecaptured
the imagination of the British schoolboy and the British schoolgirl,
and it conld be recited and was recited, but it had this unfortunate
result; that it brought up a whole generation of Englishmen to be-
lieve that the Americans were red Indians. [Laughter.]

A friend of mine, enlling on an English relative up on the coast,
found there an old lady who said to him, “ What a fortunate thing
for us that that stormy ocean is there! But for that we might be
masgacred in our beds by those North American savages!" [Laugh-
ter.]

WHEN MATTHEW ARNOLD CAME

Well, my friends, then we had for the purpose of promoting this
{nternational amity, the invasion of the Inglish lecturer. [Laughter.]
Now, there have been a great many different opinions in regard to the
benefit, or otherwise, of the English lecturer. He brought his mis-
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gion here; T heard him generally, and I came to the conclusion that
it was a good mission and it was a very good thing that he came.
Among the best of them, and the best that was brought here, was by
Matthew Arnold. Matthew Arnold came to me and said, “I wish
you would look over my itinerary. I have asked my director of my
American tour, as I am an Oxford professor and talk on scholastic
subjects, that he should take me only to university towns."

“Well,” I said, “ Mr. Arnold, he evidently has mistaken your instrue-
tion, for in the first town you go to the only university is an insane
agylum,” [Laughter.]

And T said, “ The second town you will go to, the only college, s an
inebriate home.” [Laughter.] * But Mr. Arnold, in our country, out-
side of the little thing which puts them out or puts them in, they are
a very intelligent people.” [Laughter.]

We can not avoid, on a discussion of thls kind or a sentiment like
this, recalling that great meeting which d@id bring the English-speaking
peoples together, and that was the conference at Ghent a hundred and
nine years ago. Ghent was selected because it was supposed to be the
only neutral place in the world [laughter], and the burgomaster of
Ghent demonstrated that it was a proper selection for he gave a din-
ner to the American commissioners, didn't Invite the English commis-
sloners, and in his toast said, * I hope you will win over those British.”
[Launghter.]

JOHN QUINCY ADAMS’S TOAST

When the conference was happily completed and the treaty was made
and sigoed, then the American commissioners gave a dinper to their
British colleagues, and the toast of John Quincy Adams, made In the
spirit in which such toasts are made, nobody believing lt—either he
who possesses it or those who receive {t—was: * May this be the be-
ginning of a harmony which may never end.”” It has lasted for 109
years. [Applanse.]

Well, I have studied that doecument for the purpose of seeing what
there was in It that should have made it so eternal, while all other
treaties during that period, between all countries, have been broken
over and over again, and I think I have solved the mystery—it is be-
cause in that treaty there i3 no mention, there 18 no reference in any
way, there is no settlement in any manner of the things which had
been fought about in the war., [Laughter.]

Well, my friends, we have done with ancient history, though it is
very illuminating, on the subject which is before us, but since the world
with us begins in 1917—prior to that it is all ancient history—in 1917
the United States entered the war, but prior to that we had a most
diffiecult situation. The United States was the great merchant of the
world, The debts which are owing to us now—these great debts are a
proof of what a great merchant we were and how tremendous were our
sales. And I want to say right here and now that the one thing which
has contributed most to the union of the English-speaking peoples and
to their looking at things in a horizontal way and in a friendly way is
the manner in which Great Britain has met her debt and proposes to
pay it. [Applause.]

REGRETS IRRITATION

And T want to say also, though it does not pertain particularly to
this audience or to this crowd, that I regret the irritation which has
arisen in the last few days between the United States and France. We
have too many sentimental obligations between France and the United
States, too many things of romance running from Lafayette to Jusse-
rand, for ever these two countries to fall out, and I believe France is
destined to do her part in all that is required from an honorable
Government. [Applause.]

During the war the cabinet of Great Britain had the different duties
nssigned them, of the war, of the munitions, of the navy, and what not,
but Lord Cecil was appointed fo a new mission in the cabinet which
had never been held before. It was the minister of blockade. It had
no defined duties; it was all in the brain of the minister how he would
regard it. The situation was exceedingly difficult, because the United
States was making these great sales and manufacturing these great
munitions; they were contraband of war, and Great Britain had es-
tablished a blockade for the purpose of their reaching other countries
while they were buying from the Allles themselves. DBut Holland, Nor-
way, Sweden, and Spain were neutral, and they were full of enter-
prising gentlemen who wanted to profiteer by buying from the United
States and reselling to Germany.

Now, it was the mission of Lord Cecil to prevent that as far as he
could without offending the United States. It was a very difficult posi-
tion, one requiring wonderful tact and wonderful diplomacy, because
the Allies did not want to offend the United Btates. When the United
States did come in there was no irritation on account of the contra-
band of war, no Irritation on account of the activities of the minister
of blockade. On the contrary, he had so skillfully managed his mission,
watching the United States, which was his only duty, that he minl-
mized our sales without offending the salesmen, [Laughter and ap-
plause.] )

FEARED CONFERENCH

Well, gentlemen, since the war, after the war was over, then came
what an ex-Prime Minister of England sald to me was more serious
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than the war itself. He said, “I know we will come out all right
now that the United States has joined us, but I do not know, I am
afraid of what will happen at the peace conference. All other peace
conferences have failed in fulfilling their settlement of the seed of
war."”

This conference, when it met, unhappily met the predictions of
that English statesman becanse the old jealousies were there, the old
desires were there for conquest, the old anxieties were there for more
territory, more property, more things to be imposed upon the enemy.
There was only one force in that convention among those delegates
which was on the other side, and that was because that force
represented the sentiment of the American people. There was one
commissioner who did not want any indemnities, one commissioner
who did not want to impose any burdens, onme commissioner who
wianted only to carry out the ideals which should make for permanent
peace, for justice, for clvilization, and Mlberty, and that was
Woodrow Wilson ! [Applause.]

BACKED WILSON

And among the representatives of other countries there was only
one commissioner, and if he had had the dominant power he would
have acted with Wilson, and the thing would have been different for
the world, and that was Viscount Cecil of Chelwood. [Applause.]

And carrying out his ideas, having joined the League of Nations,
it Is the unanimous testimony, evidenced by this prize which has
been given, that of all the statesmen who have taken an active part
for peace and settlement and to prevent chaos and to bring something
out of chaos, the one statesman who has done the most and is doing
the most is our guest to-night, Lord Cecil.

Well, my friends, we are here for the purpose of doing him honor;
we are here for the purpose, as far as we can, of promoting peace.
A well-known publicist, who understands the situation over there
better than anybody that I know, said, “The whole future of peace in
Europe depends upon the common action, the common sentiment, and
the common purposes of the English-speaking peoples of the world.
[Applanse.]

Well, my friends, we have got to bring about, if chaos i{s to be
avoided, economie conditions, and they can only be had by peace;
we have got to bring about reparations, and they can only be had
by peace; we have got to bring about a better understanding between
the different new nations of the world, and they can be only brought
about by peace; we have got to bring about that commeree which
in its interchanges enables capital and labor to be employed for the
benefit and the salvafion of the countries where they all live and
where they work.

1 want to introduce to you, ladies and gentlemen, Viscount Cecil of
Chelwood.

VISCOUNT CECIL’S ADDRESS

Mr. Depew, ladies, and gentlemen, my first duty Is obviously to
thank your chairman for the very kind and flattering things that he
has sald of me. I was very grateful to him for everything that he
gaid., I admit that there was one moment in which I felt a certain
qualm of mervousness when he began talking about lecturers from the
other side of the Atlantic. [Laughter.] 1 did not quite know how
that was going to end. [Laughter.] But, fortunately, his courtesy got
the better of his sincerity. [Laughter.]

Well, I thank you most heartily, and I am deeply grateful to you for
being kind enough to entertain me to-night at dinner. The occasion,
joyful as it is, has an element of sadness for me, for it reminds me
that this is my last evening in the United States. 1 deeply regret it.
I deeply regret that my stay has been so short. I deeply regret it for
many, many reasons, but among them because it has made it impos-
gible for me to accept the invitations which I have received from other
parts of your great country, and particularly because it has been
impossible for me to visit the British Dominifon of Canada, which I
ghounld have very dearly liked to have gone to if I could have possibly
managed it. 1 have the greatest possible warmest feeling for my
Canadian fellow subjeects and for their great kindoess to me on the
last occasion when I visited them.

But it would be wrong for me in saying that not to thank you once
again from the very bottom of my heart for your marvelous courtesy
and consideration to me—the courtesy and consideration which you
always show to every guest who comes to your country.

HOSPITABLE AMERICA

You know as well as I do that American hospitality 18 proverbial
throughout the world. Indeed, I was thinking to-day that if yom
followed the custom that prevalls in some countries and an adjective
were given to you, like you speak of *“La Belle” France or “ Merry "
England, I think you would have to speak of * Hospitable’ Amerieca,
It is only for ome reason that I do not describe it as * Princely,” and
that is for fear of unduly flattering princes. [Laughter.]

And really, if I may be allowed to say so without impertinence, It
isn't only hospitality; it comes, if I may venture to say so, from the
genuine kindness of your hearts. I like to think that that great quality
is more easily displayed in the case of an Englishman than of any
other guest, I remember last year, when I bhad the pleasure of being
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here, I had the honor of being received by your late President, Mr.
Harding, and he received me with that cordial geniality which was well
known in his ease, and was good enough to ask me how I was getting
on and how I had been recelved, and I told him that I couldn’t exag-
gerate the kindness which I had met with on all hands; and he gave
ether reasons, but he said, “After all, one great reason for that is that
you are an Englishman.” And I must say that if he had searched the
whole language for & compliment or a saying which would have pleased
me, he could not bave found one better than those few words.

COOLIDGRE NOTIFIED

I had the great honor this morning of being recelved by your present
President, Mr., Coolidge, and, in the course of conversation be, toe, ex-
pressed his great gratification at the friendly relations which prevall
Lhetween the two countries, In some mouths that would be a mere
banality, o platitude. But if I may say so,. England and America have
one additicnal bond at the present moment. In the case of our prime
minister and your President, we have a man of preeminent straightfor-
wirdness, a man whose every word we all know we cap trust.
[Applause.]

When Mr. Coolidge was good enough to say that to me this morning
I knew that he meant it from the bottom of his heart. And so the
relations between our countries are very friendly.

I was very, very glad that yon, sir, in the brilliant speech you have
just delivered [referring to Mr. Depew] dated that frlendliness from
the time of the treaty of Ghent. I have always myself thought that
the greatest title to fame that our minister, Lord Carseray, had was
in the signature of that treaty, It was a very remarkable performance
and one which shows that It i8 possible to make a treaty of peace that
will really lastingly glve peace to the countries between whom it s
made,

But I think it has many other reasoms. Your soclety is one; the
greatly increased knowledge that prevails, both in England and Amer-
ica, of the national characteristics of the other people.

CARICATURES BXTINCT

I can remember a time—It was just dying out when I was young—
when the typleal Englishman, as seen through American spectacles, was
a hanghty and supercilious person of not any very great value to any
one except himself [laughter], and the typlcal American was a curlons
kind of caricature, a person of rude and rough manners, purse proud
and offensive and arrogant. I don't know whether any such prototype
of the man ever existed; I doubt it very much. But certainly he is
as extinet as the dodo at the present time, [Laughter.] But beyond
all that, of course, there is the raeial bond; there is the fact that a
very large proportion of us come from the same stock. I am pro-
foundly grateful that it should be =so. And more than that, there is,
of course, what has often been alluded to, the great likeness in onr
ideals and aspirations, the great sources of which are in our literature
and our history,

Shakespeare and the Bible count for a great deal in the good rela-
tlons between England and Amerlea. The language, of course, is
another bond. But much more than all that is the point of view. Itls
indeed the product of all the things that I have tried to describe.

It has been my good fortune—or evil fortune—ito attend a great many
intérnational assemblies during the last few years, and whenever I
have found an American colleague In those assemblies, whatever purpose
we may have entered with, however divergent our apparent opinions
originally were, In a guarter of an hour we always found ourselves
pretty much agreed, not becanse we had talked one another over, but
more because in point of fact the same arguments appealed to both of
us, the same point of view was that which was recommended to each of
our minds. I belleve that that essentlal sameness, identity of point of
view, is the thing that is really responsible for the good relations be-
tween our countries more than any other single cause,

LAW PLAYS LARGE PART

I belleve, too—I1 am bound to believe—that among the causes of
that very fortunate state of things has been something which isn't
quite so often mentioned as it ought to be, and that is the law.
Nothing was more striking than the great success which attended the
viglt of the Amerlean Bar Association to England during the last
summer, with Mr, Becretary Hughes as one of the chief members of it.
I believe that it brought the two countries together as much &s any-
thing that has happened for a long time past. The fact that we find
constantly that we do appeal to the same principles in the law, that
even the same names are great on both sldes of the Atlantie, that
Chief Justices Marshall and Storey are just as great in England as I
hope Mansfield and Blackburn are in this country, the fact that we
appeal to the same authorities; that our prinelples go back to the
same thing; that this great structure, one of the noblest structures
that has been erected by the bhumman intellect—the structure of the
Iaw that prevalls in our two countries—comes from a common organ
and appeals to common anthorities—I believe these things have had
an immense effect in bringlng the two peoples In closer and closer
relations,

Your ehalrman just referred to the blockads. I am glad that he has
so pleasant a recollection of the incidents of those transactions.
[Laughter.] I am not quite sure that I was so conscious of its sue-
cess in the way that he described as he was at the time that it
occurred., [Laughter.] But this is true, that for all the things we
did, we cited Amerlcan precedents. [Laughter and applauvse.]

Yes, ladies and gentlemen, I believe very much in the influence of
the law. If has had a prodigious Influence undoubtedly in molding
our national character.

STANDS BY PRECEDENT

All that love of precedent—which I personally anr a hearty bellever
in—all that distrust of generalization, that inslstence on the practical
point of vlew, much of all that comes from the great and continuous
development of English law from the earllest times, and the great
part it has played in our history always. It has formed to & great
extent that cautious, unenterprising, if you llke, but after all safe
point of view which the British rejoice in.

I remember in Paris on one occasion im the course of a debate, a
discussion at the League of Nations Commission, a French delegate
urged a particular course upon the commission, mainly, he said, be-
canse it was so loglcal, it followed so symmetrically from what we
had done, and a British delegate replied,  Yes, yes; and that is pre-
cisely why I distrust it.” [Langhter.] And that which very nearly
terminated the resistance of the French delegate, so shocked was he
at the observation, was greeted with temperate applause by my Ameri-
can colleagues. [Laughter.]

And hence it comes, I think, that we tend very much in great diffi-
culties that come before us, international and others, to seek If we can
a legal solution. We feel on safer ground, happier if we can approach
our problems from a legal point of view, and I heartily agree with that
way of looking at things,

OUTLAWING OF WAR

1 have been very much interested, both on this occasion and on my
previous visit, to notice ome particular example of that which seems
to have considerable fayvor in your country. It conmsists of the move-
ment for the outlawry of war, and I think every one of us will not
only be attracted by the legal atmosphere which it conveys but also
will see what & fine conceptlon it is that the nations of the world
should combine to excommunicate war, to abolish it from the whole
fleld of international relations, te put an end to it once and for all

These ideas must be to every thinking man exceedingly attractive,
and I don’t wish to say one word in discouragement of the conception.
It appeals to me profoundly. And yet, perhaps because of the training
as an Engllshman that I have received, I can't help uttering, I won't
say a word of warning, but a word of caution., It is right to have
these aspirations, to live at great altitudes, but it is very, very im-
portant to keep your feet firmly fixed on the ground and in the path
on which you propose to go.

Still keeping in legal circles, in legal phraseology I venture to re-
mind you that in our patent law—and I suppose it is the same in
yours—it is not emough to have a great idea or a good idea or to
make a great discovery or & great inventlon—that isn't sufficient to
secure the profectlon of the State, You must go further than that.
You must have your great idea, your great invention, your great dis-
covery, and you must show a practical means for carrying it inte
effect. It Is In reference to that I should like, if I may, even on
this occaslon, to say a few words about how this great conception of
the outlawry of war may be carrled inte effect.

CRIM® TO START STEIFE

1 have noticed one suggestion made, namely, that it should be made
by international agreement a crime in the strictest semse of the word,
a pational erime, If any citizen of any counntry drives his country into
war, and that he should be punishable by imprisonment or some other
even more serlous punishment if he commits this erime,

Well, I can't help feeling that that isn't a very helpful way of
approaching the subject, because, after all, if a country is defeated in
the war, the man who was responsible for that war is likely to be
punished very severely by his fellow countrymen without any new legis-
lation of an international character. To be in a defeated country is in
itself a very serious punishment. And if his country is victorious, is it
at all concelvable that you would ever induce the victorious country to
punish the man who, according to them, would appear fo be the author
of the glory of the war which had just taken place?

I can't belleve that that 1s a solution of the practical difficulties
which would be of the slightest assistance. But other suggestions have
been made. One is—not perhaps quite as precise as it might be, but
broadly—that you should first ontlaw war, that you should then eodify
international law, so as to make it guite clear, if it be possible to do
g0, what offense against international law was committed by the ont-
break of the war, and you should then have a world court to declare
on whom the gullt of the outbreak of war really rested.

Well, I am not golog to say a word about codification, but let me say
that I doubt yery much whether, however mush you codify interna-
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tlonal law, you would ever be able to provide rules—precise rules—
which would enable you to judge which nation had broken some specific
rule of International law so as to be clearly guilty of the crime,

SEIZURE OF TERRITORY

Take, for instance, the question of the seizure of territory, the occn-
pation of territory, or demand for territory, the quarrel arising, let me
put it, out of the possession of territory; consider the kind of argu-
ments that are dealt with. There are racial arguments. Who inhabits
the territory? There are economic arguments. Is it or is it not neces-
gary for the economic welfare of this or that country? There are
historle arguments. To whom has it belonged; what has been the
history of it? How has it come into the possession of a country? And
there are always what can't be excluded, unfortunately, strategic argu-
ments—arguments as to the strategy of that territory.

I can’t conceive of any international code which could be so drawn
as to make it clear on which side right lies, where considerations of
that kind have to be borne in mind, T am not inventing cases. Take
the well-known case of upper Silesia, when it was divided between
Poland and Germany. All these questions came up; all had to be con-
sidered, all had to be dealt with. Though I believe myself that a
broadly just decizslon was arrived at, T am quite certain it wasn't
the kind of decision that could be dealt with by strictly legal means.
It was a question of policy, of expediency, of justice, if you like, but
of justice in the widest sense, and not a matter that is open to purely
legal disenssion based on a e¢ode of international law, Awud so I rather
doubt whether that would work.

FAVORS LEGAL CODIFICATION

Do not think for a moment that I am against codification. On the
contrary, I believe it to be of great importance that we shounld proceed
to codification of international law and elucidation of Imternational
law. There should be elucidation of international law in the first
instance and after that codification as soon as possible.

1 rejoice profoundly that the League of Nations should have ap-
pointed a committee with the very purpose of looking Into this question
and seeing héw far it is possible at the present time to proceed in that
direction, and 1 trust earnestly that that committee will be fruitful
in admirabie results; but I should be not saying what I believe if I
said that I thought those results would be quickly arrived at. 1 am
sure it Is going to be a very long business, and I am afraid that when
it is completed there will still be a very comsiderable tract of interna-
tional relations which will not be covered by the strict provisions of
any law but which will have to be dealt with on broad considerations
of equity and justice apart from any written rules that you can pos-
eibly lay down.

Still less, may I say, am T against the institution of an international
court, I believe that to be of the greatest possible value. I regard
the steps that have been taken toward the creation of an international
court as among the greatest things that the league has done. I believe
that that court has been of the greatest possible value to the peace
of the world and the good understanding of nations already. I believe
that the really considerable number of cases which it has decided—
I think there are some 10 or 15 of them already—are really a very
remarkable output of work, considering the great youth of the court.
I believe I am right in saying that the Supreme Court of the United
Sfates did nothing at all for the first three years of its existence.
Here is a court which has to deal with even more dificult and compli-
cated subjects and which has already achieved a very considerable
position in the world by its work.

1 believe that a great deal of that work can be done long before you
codify law, I believe there are a great mass of questions dealing
with the interprétation of treaties, the assessment of damages, and
things of that kind, which have been and can be dealt with with
great success by a court of that deseription, and it is only right
to say that so successful has this court been in dealing with these
mwatters that it has already achieved a very remarkable degree of
confidence amongst those nations which have appeared before it.

CITES ANGLO-FRENCH DISPUTES

I remember very well a very striking instance of that in an Anglo-
French dispute which came before the court. The case originally
cameg before the court on a preliminary point, I think, as to whether
the dispute was really in its nature an international dispute, and
it was argued exactly as you argue any other case before any court
by the Brifish and the French representatives. The court decided
in favor of the British contention. Thereupon the French advocate
arofe immediately, though the decision had been given against him,
and said that he was instructed by his Government to withdraw all
objection to the court deciding the maln question, and to suggest
that they should immediately proceed to the discussion of the main
question. That, I think, is a striking case where a defeated litigant
wis yet so satisfied of the justice of the tribunal that he was ready
to intrust a still more difficult question to its decision immediately.
Indéed, T wounld go further than that and I would say that if codifi-
cation of international law comes, and I hope it will comre, I believe

that the greatest imstrument for codification, for elucidation In the
first instance and codificatlon in the wnext, will be the decislons of
the court.

I am a firm believer in the common law, in the law that is built
up by Jjudicial decisions, and 1 believe there i8 no safer way, par-
ticularly in the beginning of a systenr of law, than to get thoroughly
trustworthy courts, get them to decide on broad grounds of equity
the controversies that are brought before them, and then gradually
to distill out of those decisions the principles of the law which are
to guide you for the future,

QUESTIONS BEYOND STATUTES

But even so, and granting all this—and T hope that after what T
have said I shall not be accused of underrating the value of the court
for a moment—yet I am convinced that there are a great many
phases of international disputes which ecan not be determined by
strictly legal, mnarrowly legal, action of that kind. 1 am quite sure
that in addition to that, in dealing with some of the main questions
that divide nations, the question to use the phrase that I think
oceurs in some of your treaties, of honor and vital Interest which
divide nations, many of those can only be dealt with (at any rate
in the present frame of mind of the nations of the world) by a much
more flexible instrument than the rigid court of law.

We must deal with it by discussion, by mediation, by appeal to
public opinion, by a frank laying before the world of the respective
contentions of the parties, and in that way, and in that way only
will you arrive at a peaceful solution of many of vonr difficulties.

I say very, very emphatleally, if I may, to those who are anxious,
as I am anxious, to see the outlawry of war the final extirpation of
war as a means of settling international disputes, that if you desire
that you mustn’t confine your efforts to a purely legalistic point of
view ; you must look beyond that and construct machinery which will
be able to deal with all disputes between the nations and not only
with those which are of a strictly judicial character. [Applause. ]

I feel very strongly about these matters. 1 can not help feeling
that in discussing these kinds of questions we are discussing matters
of vast moment and Importance, matters on which the whole future
prosperity, indeed the future of the civilization of the world, may
depend, We can not afford to adopt solutions which may be attrac-
tive for the moment, which will not turn out to be satisfactory in
the end,

TRGES FULL DISCUSSIONS

I have always asked, in all these matters, for the fullest possible
discussion, the fullest possible light to be thrown upon every pro-
posal that is made. We must go for realitles and not phrases; we
must understand exactly what we are doing. And I hope and trust
that whatever proposals are put forward, we shall never forget that
the matters in which we are engaged are of vast importance, that
what we are after is not less than the establishment of the peace of
the world, and that anyone with the slightest imagination who con-
gidered what that phrase means, what peace embodies, what the
want of peace means for the world in the near future. Anyone
who considers that will approach these questions not with the desire
of the success of his opinions or the victory of this or that pro-
posal, but merely and solely with the purpose of finding some prae-
tical solution of the greatest problem that has ever faced humanity.

For my part, I adhere most fully to what your chalrman has said.
I believe this is a matter in which the British and the American
peoples can cooperate most usefully. It is sald in my country that
peace is the greatest of British interests. I am sure that all think-
Ing Americans will agree that peace is the greatest of American in-
terests also, [Applause.]

Let us be frank with ourselves. It fsn't only a question of in-
terest; we mustn’'t be too afraid of being thought hypoceritical. It
is true that both my people and yours do care for something beyond
thelr interests. They are idealists, and why should they be ashamed
of being idealists? They do care for ideals. They are anxious to
do something not only to promote their own prosperity or even only
the prosperity of their country but something also for the peace
and happiness and prosperity of the world. And here, I am satis-
fled, is a great field for genuine cooperation between our two countries.

MACHINERY MERELY TO ACHIEVE END

I am not talking for the moment about the precise machinery.
Machinery Is of value; I will not underrate it. But, after all, it
fsn't the only thing; It isn't the main thing. I am not considering
new whether we can achleve cur end by the League of Nations or by
some other method. What I do say is, here is a common object which
we feel, both of us, profoundly, deeply. Surely it must be possible
for us to cooperate for its attainment.

I do not mean even an alliance. I am not suggesting an alliance. I
believe it is quite impracticable to begin with, and perhaps that is
sufficient. It is like the old story of the mayor and the church bells,
who explained that they weren't rung for mawpy reasons, the first
one being that there were no bells. [Applavse.] I don't believe that
an alliance is a practical proposition,
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1 am afraid I go further, I think that even an Anglo-American
alliance to impose peace on the world, if you can conceive of such
a thing, would be a dangérous and very doubtful enterprise.

o us our aspirations, our ideals are—and I think rightly and nat-
arally—the greatest and best in the world. e believe that there is
much that {8 common between England and America in those ideals.
But you can't expect the rest of the world to share that opinion,
and the attempt to enforce the ideals of any kind of civilization,
whether it {3 German kultur or what is sometimes ecalled Anglo-
S8axon idéals, whatever name you may give it, will be bitterly re-
gented, and perhaps properly resented, by the rest of the world.

It isn't a mew holy alliance that I believe in, even though that
might be a holy allinnce in the interests of the highest form of
democracy.

WAXTS COMMON PEACE POLICY

What I have in my mind is a common peace policy, the exercise, the
unfettered, the free exercise of both countries of their infinence and
their example for the peace of the world, combining, it may be, in
this or that particular enterprise or this or that particular piece of
machinery, but in any case working together for the common object,
which is the greatest object that they can have,

I can't help feeling that if we could work together on those lines
that would be a very inspiring aspiration for all of us.

I remember very well—your chairman has referred to it to-night,
and we all remember it—the entry of your country into the war. I
was in London, of course, amd when it was announced I felt, and I
believe with the vast mass of my fellow countrymen, a thrill of thank-
fulness and gratitude which for the moment wiped out even the horrors
of the existing war,

After long years it was our feeling Americans and English are
again gide by side, marching agajnst a common foe and striving for a
common object.

What we did in the war with onr allies history ecan tell us, and I
think that history will say that no greater achlevement has ever been
recorded than that. If we could do so much in war, why should we
not do even more and even greater work for peace?

Therefore, ladies and gentlemen, as my last word for the time
being, let me say this: Let us go forward together, each in our own
way, but having our common object before us; let us go forward in
this great quest to achieve, in the words eof the old prayer, “ I'eace
and happiness, trnth and justice, relizion and piety.”

EXECUTIVE SESBION

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of execufive business,

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business, After 10 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened.

RECESS

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until 12
o'clock to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock and
15 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Tuesday,
January 13, 1925, at 12 o'clock meridian,

CONFIRMATIONS
Ezccutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 12
(legislative day of January 5), 1925
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY
OFFICERS’ RESERVE CORPS

George Emerson Leach to be brigadier general, Officers’
Reserve Corps.
MEDICAL DEPARTMENT

~ James Denver Glennan to be assistant to the Surgeon
General,
MEDICAL CORPS

Stanley William Matthews to be first lieutenant,
FIELD ARTILLERY

Warfield Richardson Wood to be first lientenant,
INFANTRY

Fraucis William Johnson to be second lieutenant.

MEDICAL ADMINISTRATIVE CORPS

Fritz Jack Sheffler to be first lieutenant.
CHAPLAINS

Edwin Burling to be chaplain, with rank of captain.

Cornelius Aloysius Maher to be chaplain, with rank of cap-

. FPROMOTION LIST BRANCHES
Ethel Alvin Robbins to be captain,
James Gilbert Anthony to be captain,
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Housan Wayne Duncan to be first lieutenant,
Park Holland to be first lieutenant,
John Gross to be first lieutenant,
POSTMABTERS
ALABAMA
William H. Briley, Ariton.
Charles W. Horn, Brantley.
FLORIDA
Harry W. Thurber, Lake Worth,
Edward R. Joyce, St. Augustine.
GEORGIA
Cleone M. Fincher, Culloden.
George A. Poche, Washington.
- IDAHO
Swen F. Johnson, Downey.
Homer W. Woodall, Soda Springs,
INDIANA
Walter M. Skinner, Fulton.
Fred H. Maddox, Lyons.
LeRoy H. MecAllister, New Carlisle,
MASSACHUSETTS
Elsa L. Downing, Harding,
Frank H. Hackett, Wakefield.
MICHIGAN
Myrtle G. Lewis, Burr Oak.
Hattie G, Jones, Oxford.
Clyde A. Wilcox, Bethesda.
Thomas E. Stafford, Fredericktown.
Alice Hastings, Lagrange.

TEXAS
John T. White, Kirkland.
Ernest H. Duerr, Runge.
Lynn E. Blate, Sudan.

TUTAH

Cora E, Paxton, Lynndyl.
WEST VIRGINIA
Jerome Akers, Kenova,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Moxvay, January 12, 1925

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. :
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D, offered
the following prayer:

O Lord, our Lord, our times are in Thy hands. We come
to Thee with a prayer and not a claim. May we see God in
His wondrous providence moving among the affairs of the
great weorld, always bringing order out of chaos and peace out
of tumult. As Thy love and wisdom are never exhausted, we
come seeking their blessing and guidance. Set upon us this
day the sense of Thy approval. Give inspiration as well as
direction to all that we shall do in this Chamber. Teach us
that mercy is more acceptable than sacrifice and goodness is
more to be desired than greatness. Lead us on through all
the days and to-morrows until eternity breaks in sight. For
the sake of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, January 10,

1925, was read and approved.
AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION RILL

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to take from the Speaker's table H. R. 10404, a bill
making appropriations for the Department of Agriculfure for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes,
disagree to the Senate amendments, and ask for a conference.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker's table, disagree
to all Senate amendments, and ask for a conference on a bill
which the Clerk will report by title,

The Clerk read the title of the bill. .

Mr. SNELL. May I ask the gentleman from New York a
question? How much was the bill raised in the Senate?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Approximately $200,000.

Mr. SNELL. What were the special items?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. One item of $50,000 for further
fighting forest fires; another item of increase of some $90,000
for the market-news service, and some smaller items.
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